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HEARINGS  UNDER  HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288. 

House  of  Representatives, 

Tuesday,  March  17, 1908. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess,  at  2.30 
o'clock  p.  m. 
All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ANGUS  A.  EKLY. 

Angus  A.  Erly,  after  first  being  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  The  examination  of  Mr.  Erly  will  be  conducted 
by  Mr.  Broussard. 

By  Mr.  Broussard  : 

Q.  Give  your  name,  residence,  and  occupation. — A.  Angus  A.  Erly. 
I  have  been  a  newspaper  man.  I  am  not  at  present.  I  expect  to  go 
back  again.    I  live  here  in  Washington. 

Q.  What  is  your  address? — A.  The  Rivera  apartment  house. 

Q.  You  have  been  a  newspaper  man? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Up  to  what  time? — A.  I  have  been  in  the  newspaper  business 
since  1896. 

Q.  What  was  your  last  service  with  a  newspaper? — A.  The  last 
employment  I  had  was  with  the  present  United  Fress  Association. 
Formerly  it  was  the  Scripps.  Thev  changed  the  name  in  the  last 
year.  I  went  to  work  with  them,  f  think  it  was,  the  first  Monday 
in  December,  1897. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  work  for  them? — A.  Up  until  Mr.  Lilley 
made  his  charges. 

Q.  Where  was  the  place  in  which  you  transacted  your  business  ? — 
A  Practically  all  the  time  at  the  House. 

Q.  You  had  offices  in  this  city? — A.  Yes;  they  have  offices  here; 
it  is  now  in  the  Herald  Building;  but  I  worked  at  the  House. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  Press  Gallery  of  the  House? — A. 
We  were  in  a  way,  yes;  we  never  had  anything  to  do  with  the  gal- 
lery. We  were  members  of  the  gallery.  We  were  entitled  to  the 
privileges  of  the  floor  in  representing  the  press  association. 

Q.  You  say  you  worked  tor  this  press  association  at  the  time  Mr. 
Lilley  made  the  charges? — A.  No;  he  brought  my  name  into  it  on 
Saturday,  February  22,  and  I  was  dismissed  on  the  following  Mon- 
day morning. 

Q.  State  what  those  charges  were. — A.  Mr.  Lilley 

Q.  Which  Lilley? — A.  Representative  Lilley,  in  his  controversy 
with  Mr.  Lord  in  regard  to  remarks  in  an  interview,  had  occasion 
to  speak  to  newspaper  men,  Mr.  Smith,  of  the  Post,  and  Mr.  Wooley, 
of  tne  World,  ana  he  showed  them  a  notebook  in  which  my  name 

1089 


1040  HBABINGS  OK  HOUSE  BESOLTJTION  288. 

was  written  down  as  one  of  the  men  he  had  been  warned  against  as 
a  man  in  the  employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  What  day  do  you  say  this  occurred? — A.  February  22,  this 
year. 

Elec- 


employ  of  nobody  connected  with  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  ? — A.  Not  exactly.  During  the  summer  Mr. 
C.  S.  McNeir,  whom  I  have  known  since  1898,  an  attorney  for  the 
company  here,  a  friend  of  mine,  had  some  newspaper  articles,  and  I 
believe  he  first  suggested  that  I  would  take  them  around  to  the  cor- 
respondents. The  newspaper  men  here  are  very  anxious  to  secure 
feature  stuff,  because  lots  of  them  send  mail  letters,  and  they  are  verv 
glad  to  get  anything  that  anybody  will  give  them  that  they  can  mail 
out,  and  I  gave  some  stories  around  for  .Mr.  McNeir  to  newspaper 
men  here,  merely  for  them  to  use^or  not,  as  they  wanted  to.  This 
stuff  was  not  given  to  the  United  Press  Association. 

Q.  That  was  given  to  other  correspondents? — A.  Yes.  It  was 
mail  stuff — feature  stuff. 

Q.  What  was  the  nature  of  that  article  that  you  have  referred  to! 
Was  it  one  or  more? — A.  There  were  more.  One  of  them,  I  think, 
had  to  do  with  Jules  Verne  and  the  history  of  submarines.  Another 
one  had  an  article  that  Mr.  McNeir  gave  to  me,  and  I  carried 
it  around  for  him;  it  had  to  do  with  tne  charges  in  regard  to  the 
French  boats.  These  French  boats  were  having  trouble,  some  people 
were  drowned  in  the  French  submarines,  and  there  was  another  one — 
to  tell  the  truth,  I  didn't  read  them. 

Q.  Were  you  paid  for  that -service? — A.  I  told  Mr.  McNeir  one 
day  I  needed  expense  money,  because  downtown  at  one  time  there 
were  lots  of  the  boys  in  Gerstenberg's  and  I  went  in  there  and  they 
were  eating  lunch,  and  they  stuck  me  for  it.  They  said  I  would  have 
to  pay  for  it.  I  told  Mr.  McNeir  that  was  one  of  my  expenses,  and 
he  gave  me — I  don't  know  the  exact  amount,  but  it  was  $36  all  to- 
gether. He  looked  it  up.  I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Broussard,  that  this  had 
nothing  to  do  with  legislation  at  all.  It  did  not  interfere  in  any 
manner  at  all  with  the  moral  obligation  put  upon  a  man  in  the  gallery. 
The  Congress  was  not  in  session.  There  was  no  Congress  in  feet.  It 
did  not  organize  until  December,  and  there  is  no  reason  in  the  world 
why  I  should  not  do  what  I  did  do. 

Q.  The  service  which  you  did  during  the  recess  of  Congress,  was 
there  anything  in  regard  to  that  employment  that  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  continuous  contract,  by  which  you  were  to  continue  this  work 
after  Congress  was  in  session? — A.  No;  there  was  no  contract.  He 
asked  me  to  take  the  stuff  around,  and  I  would  like  to  say  this,  that  I 
have  known  Mr.  McNeir  ever  since  1898,  and  he  never  asked  me  any- 
thing about  Congress.  He  never  asked  me  what  the  committee  was 
going  to  do,  or  to  do  anything  about  Congress,  or  what  the  Naval 
Affairs  Committee  was  going  to  do. 

Q.  I  want  to  read  a  passage  from  Mr.  Lilley's  testimony,  and  ask 
you  what  you  know  about  it — anything  you  may  have  learned  since 
your  employment  here  for  the  company  for  which  you  have  been 
working  until  lately :  "  I  also  ascertained  the  fact  that  under  the 
guise  of  the  employment  of  certain  newspaper  representatives  for  in- 
significant service  considerable  sums  of  money  had  been  paid  to  them 
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by  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  presumably  for  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing their  aid  and  assistance  in  coloring  their  newspaper  reports  in 
favor  of  the  said  Electric  Boat  Company."  What  do  you  know  with 
reference  to  this  matter  ? — A.  The  only  person  I  know  who  ever  wrote 
anything  for  the  company  is  Lord.  He  has  written  some  stuff  for 
them.  In  regard  to  the  things  I  have  written  for  the  United  Press 
Association,  the  committee  can  readily  secure  the  originals,  I  suppose; 
and  I  suppose  in  this  last  Congress  400  words  will  cover  everything 
that  has  been  written  about  naval  affairs. 

Q.  You  never  wrote  anything  for  that  company  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Received  no  pay  whatever? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  part  of  this  lobby  to  which  reference  is  made? — A.  If 
so,  I  didn't  know  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  who  is  a  part  of  that  lobby? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  there  a  lobby  to  your  knowledge,  or  has  there  been  since  you 
have  been  in  the  employ A.  I  am  not  in  the  employ  of  the  com- 
pany. 

Q.  Since  you  were  in  the  employ  of  the  particular  association  which 
you  represented  here  as  a  newspaper  man? — A.  I  have  never — well, 
it  all  depends  upon  what  you  mean  by  lobby.  I  have  often  seen 
lawyers  around  the  Capitol. 

Q.  I  am  talking  about  newspaper  men.  I  have  read  a  paragraph 
to  you  containing  a  specific  charge  made  here  that  there  is  a  newspa- 
per lobby  whose  duties  consist  in  coloring  reports  with  respect  to  this 
particular  company,  with  the  view  of  giving  it  some  advantage  in 
some  way  or  other? — A.  Do  you  mean  as  an  employee  of  the  com- 
pany? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No,  sir;  I  know  of  no  such. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  large  sums  of  money  spent  with  a  view  of 
coloring  the  newspaper  articles? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  know  of  anv  at  all? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Against  whom  were  charges  made  among  the  newspaper  men 
by  Mr.  Lillev  growing  out  of  these  charges  against  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  after  he  introduced  his  resolution  for  investigation? — A. 
He  named  Lord  and  myself  and  Mr.  Oulahan,  of  the  Sun,  and 
Mr.  —  Archibald  or  something 

Q.  To  whom  did  he  name  these  men? — A.  To  Mr.  Wooley,  of  the 
New  York  World,  and  Mr.  Smith,  of  the  Washington  Post. 

Q.  What  result  did  it  have? — A.  Mr.  Wooley  came  to  me  and  said 
•  Mr.  Lilley  had  said  I  was  an  employee  of  this  company  and  asked 
about  it,  and  I  told  him  I  was  not  an  employee  of  the  company,  and 
to  put  myself  exactly  straight  I  told  him  that  during  the  summer  I 
haa  performed  service  for  Mr.  McNeir,  and  that  Mr.  McNeir  paid 
me  my  expenses  at  the  time.  I  told  him  what  it  was.  And  I  made 
plain  to  explain  to  Mr.  Wooley  that  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  Con- 
gress; that  Congress  was  not  in  session,  it  did  not  interfere  with  the 
rule  of  the  gallery  in  any  way  whatsoever. 

Q.  What  did  they  do  to  you  ? — A.  I  went  to  the  office — the  World 
printed  part  of  the  statement  on  Sunday  morning,  and  I  went  into 
the  office  and  Sunday  night  the  press  committee  moved  to  suspend 
Dae— I  went  into  the  office  Monday  morning 

Q.  Who  were  suspended? — A.  Just  Lord  and  im-self. 
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Q.  How  about  the  other  two? — A.  The  last  party  had  nothing  to 
do  with  it.  Oulahan  was  not  suspended.  I  went  to  the  office  on  Mon- 
day morning  and  stated  to  Mr.  Keen,  the  manager,  "  I  am  under  a 
cloud,  and  will  give  you  my  resignation."  He  says,  "  No,  I  won't 
accept  it."  I  savs,  "  Then  suspend  me  pending  the  outcome  of  tMs," 
and  ne  said,  "All  right;  you  are  suspended."  He  says,  "  How  about 
making  a  statement  in  regard  to  this  thing  in  the  New  York  World?  " 
I  says,  "  I  don't  want  to  say  anything  at  all  until  the  entire  matter  is 
cleared  up,  and  then  I  will  make  a  statement  to  the  office."  After  that 
time  he  called  me  on  the  phone,  I  was  in  the  office  building,  and  he 
said  he  was  very  sorry  to  tell  me  that  the  New  York  office  had  ordered 
me  dismissed. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  tried  on  those  charges? — A.  We  were  before  the 
standing  committee  of  correspondents. 

Q.  You  and  Mr.  Lord? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  happened  there? — A.  The  committee  called  on  Mr.  Lilley 
for  his  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge,  and  they  heard  us,  and  they 
reinstated  us  in  the  gallery,  but  that  did  not  mean  anything  to  me, 
because  I  had  nothing  to  be  reinstated  about.  They  said  we  had  been 
indiscreet,  because  we  knew  Mr.  McNeir — in  our  transactions  with 
Mr.  McNeir.  There  was  a  question.  We  could  have  appealed  from 
the  action  of  the  correspondents.  We  did  not  do  that.  We  let  it  go. 
That  committee  had  said  we  were  indiscreet. 

Q.  Was  the  testimony  taken  in  writing  in  these  proceedings  of 
which  you  have  just  spoken? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  testify  before  this  committee? — A.  The  com- 
mittee called  on  Mr.  Lilley  for  a  statement. 

Q.  Did  he  give  a  statement  in  writing  or  verbally? — A.  My  under- 
standing is  that  Mr.  Lilley — the  committee  asked  him  numerous 
questions,  then  the  matter  was  taken  down,  and  the  committee,  ac- 
cording to  Mr.  Splain,  the  chairman  of  the  standing  committee,  Mr. 
Lilley  was  to  furnish  three  copies  of  the  questions  and  answers,  one 
for  the  committee,  and  one  for  Lord,  ana  one  for  myself,  but  Mr. 
Splain  said  he  did  not  get  that.  What  we  got  was  a  confidential 
letter  from  Mr.  Lilley  bearing  on  these  charges. 

Q.  Have  you  the  letter  now? — A.  No.    I  never  had  it.     I  read  it 

Q.  Who  had  it?— A.  Mr.  Splain. 

Q.  Does  that  treat  of  these  charges? — A.  In  regard  to  myself,  it 
does  not  say  much  about  me  at  all.  I  don't  think  it  goes  into  the 
charges. 

Q.  What  is  Mr.  Splain's  full  name? — A.  Maurice  Splain.  He  is' 
a  newspaper  correspondent  who  has  been  elected  chairman  of  the 
committee. 

Q.  Did  he  conduct  this  examination  himself? — A.  The  entire  com- 
mittee was  present.     He  conducted  it. 

Q.  Did  you  reply  to  this  letter  in  writing  or  verbally  before  this 
committee? — A.  I  went  before  the  committee. 

Q.  You  gave  your  evidence  verbally? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  There  is  nothing  in  writing  in  respect  to  your  reply? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  How  much  money  did  you  receive  from  Mr.  McNeir?— 
A.  Thirty-six  dollars. 

Q.  How  long  were  you  connected  with  him  in  the  matter  of  these 
newspaper  articles? — A.  Well,  I  was  not  exactly — it  was  sometime 
during  the  summer;  I  could  not  say  the  exact  time.     It  was  not 
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day-to-day  or  week-to-week,  but  occasionally.  He  had  some  stuff, 
and  I  just  carried  it  around  to  the  boys. 

Q.  Was  any  stuff  that  you  carried  given  with  a  view  of  its  being 
paid  for,  the  publication  of  it  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  there  was  any  paid  for  by  any  news- 
paper!— A.  The  stuff  I  handed  them,  they  could  use  it  or  not.  That 
is,  they  are  glad  to  get  feature  stuff ;  they  are  all  glad  to  get  it,  and 
some  of  the  fellows  have  four  papers  and  they  want  four  copies. 
There  was  nothing  said  about  paying  anybody  anything  for  it,  and 
no  occasion  for  doing  that  at  all. 

Q.  How  much  money  did  you  testify  to  having  received  before  the 

?ress  committee? — A.  Before  that  committee  there  was  a  question, 
thought  it  might  have  run  $39  or  $40 ;  I  was  not  sure,  because  that 
became  involved  in  a  private  contraction  I  had  with  Mr.  McNeir 
that  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  boat  company.  I  loaned  him  some 
money  one  time.  I  don't  know  how  much  it  was,  and  when  he  paid 
me  back  I  did  not  know  whether  the  $25  was  too  much  or  not.  And 
I  thought  it  might  run  $40,  and  the  committee  I  believe  ran  in  this 
$25  with  the  $36  and  made  it  $61.  I  told  them  that  was  not  correct 
at  the  time. 

Q.  Before  the  press  committee  that  you  received  $61? — A.  I  was 
trying  to  let — no,  sir.  What  I  testified  to  was  that  it  might  have 
been  $40  of  Electric  Boat  Company  money  that  I  got.  I  did  not 
know.  There  was  $61  mentioned,  but  I  didn't  know  whether  the  $20 
had  anything  to  do  with  it,  or  the  $25,  but  I  have  found  out  since 
from  Mr.  McNeir  that  his  books  show  I  had  $36. 

Q.  Have  you  any  employment  at  this  time  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  employment? — A.  I  am  clerk  for  the  House  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Treasury  Department. 

Q.  What  is  your  salary? — A.  Six  dollars  a  day. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  wants  to  know  how  many  days  you  have  workml, 
how  many  meetings  of  the  committee? — A.  The  committee  has  not 
had  any  meetings.   . 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  apply  to  secure  this  position? — A.  I  got  this 
position  in  a  very  peculiar  way.  On  Thursday  following  the  22d 
day  of  Februarythe  House  passed  a  resolution  creating  clerks  for 
these  expenditures  committees,  and  Mr.  Knopf  is  chairman  of  that 
committee,  and  Chicago  is  my  original  home,  and  Rodenberg  and  Mr. 
Knopf  had  no  candidiate  for  the  office,  and  he  gave  it  to  me. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  talk  about  this  resolution  before  it  was  in- 
troduced in  the  House? — A.  What  resolution? 

Q.  The  resolution  creating  clerkships? — A.  I  didn't  know  it  was 
going  through,  to  tell  the  truth  I  didn't  know  anvthing  about  it. 

Q.  At  whose  suggestions  did  you  apply  to  Mr.  Knopf  for  this 
position? — A.  Mr.  Rodenberg  told  me — I  had  nothing  to  do,  and 
ne  says,  "  Go  for  that,  and  I  will  help  you  get  it;"  that  was,  I  think, 
on  the  Tuesday  following  its  going  through. 

Q.  Do  you  loiow  if  the  committee  has  had  a  meeting  since  you  have 
been  appointed? — A.  The  committee  has  never  had  a  meeting;  we 
only  have  three  bills  pending. 

Q.  Has  that  committee  ever  had  a  meeting  to  your  knowledge? — 
A.  The  committee  had  a  meeting,  according  to  the  record,  fourteen 
years  ago.     I  looked  it  up. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  George  Ripley? — A.  I  might.  I  know  lots  of 
people,  but  don't  know  who  they  are, 

Q.  I  ask  this  question  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Lilley,  because  I  do 
not  know  anything  about  it  myself? — A.  I  might  know  him  if  I  saw 
him  personally.    I  do  not  know  him  by  name. 

Q.  Were  vou  in  Shoemaker's  saloon  a  week  ago  last  Saturday 
night? — A.  1  might  have  been — yes;  I  was. 

Q.  Who  was  with  you  ? — A.  I  went  in  there  with  Mr.  Broussard. 

Q.  Who  else  went  in  there  with  you  ? — A.  No  otfe  else. 

Q.  What  were  you  doing? — A.  Well,  sir,  I  went  on  Mr.  Brous- 
sard's  invitation  to  have  a  drink. 

Q.  With  whom  .did  you  converse  in  that  saloon  ? — A.  Mr.  Brous- 
sard and  Mr.  Tinker,  the  newspaper  man,  and  two  doctors,  and 
Count  Perreard  was  there. 

Q.  What  was  the  subject  of  conversation? — A.  I  asked  Mr.  Brous- 
sard what  he  was  going  to  do  with  us  newspaper  fellows.  He  said 
he  had  not  taken  the  matter  up  yet :  he  didn't  know  what  they  would 
do  with  us.    I  said.  "  We  wilLbe  around  if  he  wants  us/' 

Q.  I  wish  you  to  relate  the  whole  conversation. — A.  Well,  coming 
up  the  street  Saturday  afternoon  between  5  and  6,  Mr.  Broussard 
was  standing  on  the  Times  steps,  the  next  door  to  Shoemaker's,  and 
he  said  he  was  waiting  for  Robertson,  the  newspaper  man.  He  said, 
"  Will  you  have  a  drink? ?'  I  said,  "  I  will."  We  went  in,  and  Mr. 
Broussard  bought  me  a  drink.  I  introduced  him  to  Mr.  Tinker  and 
the  two  doctors,  and  I  asked  him  what  he  was  going  to  do  with  the 
newspaper  men,  what  the  committee  would  do  with  them,  if  they 
wanted  us  before  the  committee,  and  he  said  that  had  not  been  de- 
cided upon,  and  he  asked  me  if  I  had  saved  newspaper  clippings  on 
this.  I  said  yes,  I  had  saved  the  papers  as  they  came  out  bearing 
upon  this  thing.  He  asked  me  if  I  would  let  him  have  them.  I  said 
I  would.  He  said,  "  I  don't  know  a  thing  about  this  case  at  all,  and 
I  would  like  to  see  what  the  papers  have  been  printing  about  it" 
And  we  had  one  drink.  I  told  Mr.  Broussard  I  would  bring  him  the 
papers.  We  went  outside  and  met  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Broussard 
stopped  with  Mr.  Robinson,  I  don't  know  whether  we  had  to  wait 
there  for  Robinson  to  come  down  or  not,  but  I  went  on  about  my 
way,  and  I  took  what  papers  I  had  and  on  Monday  I  gave  them  to 
Mr.  Broussard. 

Monday  evening  I  went  into  the  Xew  York  American  office  and 
Mr.  Norcross  told  me  that  Mr.  Lilley,  of  Connecticut,  had  been  in  to 
see  him,  and  he  wanted  to  know — that  Mr.  Lilley  had  asked  him 
about  a  statement  that  he  was  said  to  have  made,  that  I  had  a  roll  of 
money  and  was  fixing  the  committee,  and  I  was  down  in  Shoemaker's 
getting  Mr.  Broussard  drunk,  and  I  asked  him  what  kind  of  a  fairy 
story  that  was,  and  he  said,  "  Well,  Mr.  Lilley  came  and  asked  me 
about  it,  and  I  told  him  I  didn't  kfiow  anything  about  it  at  all  only 
what  I*  had  heard  from  Wooley.  So  I  went  out  and  looked  for 
Wooley.  and  I  saw  him,  and  he  said  Mr.  Lilley  had  been  looking  for 
me,  and  Wooley  admitted  that  he  had  been  telling  the  story,  and  was 
very  sorry  to  say  he  thought  it  was  a  very  funny  story,  very  humor- 
ous, and  he  had  elaborated  on  it  as  he  told  it,  and  one  time  he  told 
it  in  Mr.  Lilley's  presence  and  everybody  that  he  could  recall  seemed 
to  think  it  was  funny  except  Mr.  Lilley.  And  I  impressed  upon  him 
that  it  was  a  very  serious  matter,  it  was  a  very  damaging  thing,  and 
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he  said  he  would  do  the  best  he  could  to  counteract  the  story.  Tues- 
day morning  I  came  to  the  Capitol  and  Mr.  Broussard  was  in  one 
of  "the  corridors,  and  I  told  him  I  wanted  to  speak  to  him,  but  I  told 
him  I  would  not  sueak  to  him  unless  there  was  a  third  man  present, 
and  we  called  in  Mr.  Corry  Stadden,  of  New  Orleans,  and  I  told 
him  about  Mr.  Lilley  calling  on  Mr.  Norcross,  and  Mr.  Norcross  had 
told  him  about  our  conversation  with  Mr.  Wooley,  told  him  I  thought 
I  was  in  duty  bound  to  tell  him,  and  he  said  "  all  right,"  and  that 
was  the  end  of  it 

Mr.  Broussajrd.  Is  that  what  you  wanted  to  know,  Mr.  Lilley  ? 

Mr.  Lillet.  I  wanted  to  know  all  about  it. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Have  you  stated  all  that  occurred  at  that  meeting  between  Mr. 
Broussard  and  yourself? — A.  I  might  have  said  something  about 
Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  about  him? — A.  Well,  sir,  I  can  not  recol- 
lect ;  I  don't  know.  I  only  thought — well,  whatever  I  did  say  about 
him  would  not  be  in  parliamentary  language.     I  couldn't  repeat  it. 

Q.  We  would  be  glad  to  have  you  repeat  it,  if  you  can. — A.  I  can 
not  repeat  it — I  can  not  say  what — the  gist  of  the  conversation  was 
that  he  asked  if  I  had  the  newspaper  clippings,  and  I  said  yes,  and 
he  said  he  would  like  to  have  them.  I  asked  him  what  they  were 
going  to  do — oh,  I  remember  another  thing  I  said  to  him,  and  I 
aont  know  whether  he  heard  me  or  not,  because  as  I  was  talking 
to  him  Count  Perreard  came  up  and  I  mentioned  an  idea  about  this 
investigation,  and  I  called  attention  to  the  Lake  contract.  I  said 
that  is  something  that  ought  to  be  gone  into,  the  contract  for  the 
Lake  boat.    I  don't  know  whether  Mr.  Broussard  heard  that  or  not. 

Q.  That  was  at  Shoemaker's? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  know  whether  Mr.  Broussard  heard  that  or  not? — 
A.  No:  I  could  not  say,  because  I  turned  to  Count  Perreard,  and  a 
roan  named  Fogg  had  joined  him 

Q.  Was  there  anybody  else  in  Shoemaker's? — A.  There  was  a 
crowd  in  there. 

Q.  In  conversation  with  you  and  Mr.  Broussard? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Who? — A.  Mr.  Jackson  Tinker. 

Q.  I  mean,  besides  those  you  have  named. — A.  That  was  all.  It 
was  quick;  we  were  not  there  any  time  at  all. 

Q.  How  long  were  you  in  there? — A.  I  suppose  three  minutes 
would  cover  the  time  we  were  there. 

Q.  What  large  sums  of  money,  if  any,  did  you  offer  Mr.  Broussard 
in  that  company? — A.  I'did  not  offer  him  anything.  He  paid  for  the 
drink. 

Q.  Did  you  exhibit  any  large  sum  of  money  ? — A.  I  did  not  have 
any  large  sum  to  exhibit. 

Q.  Were  you  moved  by  anybody  else  to  bring  about  that  interview 
with  Mr.  Broussard? — A.  Wny,  it  was  just  a  cnance  meeting.  I  just 
happened  to  run  across  him.  I  had  no  more  idea  of  seeing  him  than — 
you  can  rim  across  anyone  by  chance. 

Q.  Did  you  offer  him  any  sum  of  money  for  any  purpose  what- 
ever?— A.  No. 

Q.  Were  you  authorized  by  anybody  to  offer  him  any  sum  of  money 
for  any  purpose  whatever  ? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  State,  if  you  can,  anything  you  said  about  Mr.  Lilley. — A-  I 
put  up  the  matter  that  I  thought  that  this  Lake  question  ought  to  be 
gone  into;  this  Lake  contract. 

Q.  Did  you  mention  Mr.  Lilley  in  connection  with  that  in  any 
way? — A.  Yes;  I  said  that  would  be  a  good  lead  for  an  investiga- 
tion. 

Q.  Did  you  mention  Mr.  Lilley  in  connection  with  the  matter? — 
A.  I  talked  about  this  to  numerous  people. 

Q.  Then  did  you  mention  Mr.  Lilley  in  connection  with  the  Lake 
contract? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  way  ? — A.  I  said  I  thought  it  could  be  shown  that  Mr. 
Lilley  was  one  of  the  men  that  went  to  the  Naval  Department  in 
February  on  account  of  the  Lake  people,  from  information  that  I 

fot  from  newspaper  men,  fellows  talking  about  this  case.    I  did  not 
ave  anything  to  do  but  talk  about  it  for  a  week.    T  had  no  employ- 
ment. 

Q.  From  what  newspaper  men  did  you  hear  that  ? — A.  I  heard  it 
from  Mr.  Fox.  Mr.  Fox  told  me  that  the  day  the  Lake  contract  was 
let  he  recognized  Mr.  Lilley,  seeing  him  in  the  Willard,  as  a  strange 
man  who  had  been  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy's  office  that  day. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Fox  in  the  Secretary's  office  ? — A.  No,  sir ;  he  said  he 
recognized  him  as  the  same  man  who  came  out  of  the  Secretary's 
office  that  day,  and  he  saw  him  in  the  Willard. 

Q.  He  might  have  been  going  into  the  Secretary's  office  without 
having  anything  to  do  with  the  Lake  contract,  might  he  not? — A- 
Well,  the  Lake  concern  is  a  Connecticut  concern,  and  a  Connecticut 
Member  should  be  at  the  front  fighting  for  them,  for  such  matters. 

Q.  Did  he  see  Mr.  Lilley  there  or  know  that  he  said  anything  about 
the  Lake  contract? — A.  Oh,  no;  I  do  not  know  as  to  that. 

Q.  You  had  no  knowledge  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  anything  to  do  with 
securing  the  contract? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Fox  claim  to  have  any  such  knowledge? — A.  No,  sir. 
He  said  he  recognized  Mr.  Lilley,  seeing  him  at  the  Willard,  as  a  man 
that  came  out  of  the  Secretary's  office  the  day  the  Lake  contract  was 
let. 

Q.  Did  he  say  whether  he  came  out  before  or  after  it  was  let? — A. 
No,  sir;  I  did  not  go  into  a  discussion  about  this. 

Q.  Was  there  any  other  conversation  concerning  Mr.  Lilley  at  this 
meeting  at  Shoemaker's? — A.  No;  I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  You  said  something  that  was  not  fit  to  print? — A.  Oh,  well ■ 

Q.  Was  that  at  that  time  or  some  other  time? — A.  It  was  at  that 
time.  I  may  have  called  him  something,  but  I  would  like  to  explain 
to  the  committee  that  I  have  known  Mr.  Lilley  for  four  years,  and 
in  this  thing,  when  he  charged  I  was  in  the  employ  of  this  company, 
I  knew  I  had  done  no  wrong,  but  I  was  a  little  worked  up  over  the 
fact  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  made  this  charge,  and  when  this  resolution 
went  in,  I  went  out  and  got  a  copy  of  it  and  I  sent  it  out  on  the  wire. 
The  next  morning  I  went  to  Mr.  Lilley  and 

Q.  You  mean  to  your  press  association  ? — A.  Yes.  The  next  morn- 
ing I  went  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  I  said,  "  Governor," — we  used  to  call 
him  governor  then — I  said,  "  Governor,  what  is  new  in  the  investiga- 
tion this  morning?  "  and  I  asked  him  when  he  was  going  to  the  Rules 
Committee,  and  he  said  he  would  go  when  he  got  ready.  I  said, 
"  You  know  you  have  got  to  get  after  the  Rules  Committee,  and  after 
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every  one  of  them,  or  they  won't  take  action.  You  are  not  the  only 
one  there  with  a  matter  pending,  and  a  man  who  has  anything  pend- 
ing has  got  to  get  after  it."  I  said,  "  Why  do  not  you  have  a  sweep- 
ing investigation  and  bring  in  the  Lake  people  and  the  Berger  people 
and  investigate  all  of  them  ?  " 

And  he  said  he  was  willing  to  do  that,  and  I  called  his  attention  to 
a  morning  publication  that  indicated  that  he  was  a  Connecticut  man, 
and  operated  on  behalf  of  the  Lake  people,  and  he  said,  "  That  is  not 
so."  I  said,  "  I  will  quote  you  as  denying  that."  He  said,  "  You 
can,"  but  I  wrote  very  little.  Then  the  next  morning  I  saw  Mr. 
Lilley;  it  was  Friday  morning,  I  think — no,  it  was  Saturday  morn- 
ing— I  saw  Mr.  Lilley  and  asked  him  had  he  been  to  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee, and  he  says,  "Angus,  you  are  in  the  employ  of  the  Electric 
Boat  Company."  I  said,  "  I  wish  I  was,"  and  he  seemed  good- 
natured  about  it.  He  did  not  say  it  was  a  serious  charge,  and  he  ac- 
companied me  into  the  lobby,  and  he  told  me  he  was  going  to  prove 
this  thing  and  bring  all  of  them  in  and  put  it  right  through. 

Q.  What  did  he  mean  by  bringing  all  of  them  in? — A.  He  was 
going  to  bring  in  the  Lake  people  and  the  Berger  people — those  are 
the  three  companies.  To  be  rrank  with  the  committee,  1  was  working 
for  die  investigation  myself;  I  wanted  it  for  news.  I  was  rooting  for 
it.  I  was  hounding  him  all  the  time  to  get  him  to  go  to  the  Rules 
Committee. 

Q.  You  did  not  care  who  was  hit? — A.  It  did  not  make  any  differ- 
ence to  me  who  was  hit. 

Q.  Until  it  hit  you  ? — A.  It  made  a  difference  then,  but  even  after 
I  was  hit  I  wanted  to  see  an  investigation.  All  that  time  he  had  been 
telling  me  skiff  that  went  on  in  the  committee,  but  I  did  not  use  that. 
On  Saturday  when  I  was  waiting  for  Wooley  to  go  to  Alexandria,  I 
was  in  the  file  clerk's  office,  and  Mr.  Lilley  showed  a  notebook  in  which 
he  had  my  name  down  as  a  man  he  had  been  warned  against,  and  a 
man  who  was  in  the  employ  of  people  he  had  been  attacking,  yet  all 
the  time  he  had  been  calling  me  "Angus,"  and  telling  me  stuff  that  had 
it  been  printed  I  would  have  been  in  bad  shape.  Somebody  would 
have  been  called  a  liar,  and  it  would  have  been  me.  That  is  the  way 
those  stories  all  get  out. 

Q.  You  did  not  print  all  the  things  he  told  you  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  now  given  all  the  conversations  that  you  remember? — 
A.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  I  have. 

Q.  Except  that  part A.  I  might  have  used  some  uncomplimen- 
tary language  toward  Mr.  Lilley.    It  would  be  only  natural. 

Q.  Were  there  any  others  present  who  joined  with  you  in  those 
sentiments  or  the  expression  of  them? — A.  I  think  if  anything  was 
said  on  the  Lilley  case  I  was  the  only  talker.  There  was  not  time 
enough  for  anybody  else  to  talk. 

Q.  And  you  filled  the  time  pretty  full? — A.  No;  there  was  not 
much  time  to  fill ;  because  my  friends  and  Mr.  Broussard  were  as  close 
as  they  could  be,  because  I  spoke  to  a  doctor  friend  of  mine,  and  intro- 
duced him  to  another  doctor,  and  he  knew  Tinker,  and  then  this  Count 
Perreard  came  up  with  a  man  named  Fogg,  and  then  they  started  to 
talk,  and  three  minutes  was  good  time  that  we  were  in  there. 

Q.  I  am  asked  by  Mr.  Lilley  to  ask  you  this  question :  "  Did  you 
not,  the  night  that  you  were  at  Shoomaker's,  intimate  to  others  mat 
you  were  in  the  employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  that  it  was 
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easy  money,  and  beat  the  newspaper  business,  and  suggest  to  the  others 
there  that  they  come  in,  the  water  was  fine?"— A.  I  don't  know.  I 
make  so  many  fool  and  reckless  statements  at  times  I  may  have  said 
that,  but  it  was  not  true  if  I  did  say  so.  I  have  a  habit  of  saying  lots 
of  things  that  I  think  are  humorous,  but  I  have  found  out  since  this 
thing  happened  that  they  are  not  as  funny  as  you  then  think  they  are. 

Q.  Do  you  say  you  dia  or  did  not  say  that? — A.  I  could  not  say.  I 
have  said  so  many  things  I  might  have  said  that,  but  if  I  did  say  it  it 
is  absolutely  false.    I  would  have  to  call  myself  a  liar. 

Q.  A  humorous  liar.  Were  you,  or  were  you  not,  in  the  employ 
of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  at  that  time? — A.  I  never  have  been 
in  the  employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  What  I  did  for  Mr. 
McNeir  was  last  summer,  and  it  was  not  any  regular  employment. 
You  would  not  call  it  employment. 

Q.  At  the  time  of  this  Snoomaker  interview  were  you  under  the 
employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company?— A.  I  was  under  no  one*s 
employ. 

Q.  Or  Mr.  McNeir? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  desire  from  anything  you  said  that  people  should  un- 
derstand that  you  were? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  by  saying  it  beats  the  newspaper  busi- 
ness?— A.  Well,  1  do  not  say  I  said  it. 

Q.  If  you  did  say  it. — A.  I  do  not  think  it  does  beat  the  newspaper 
business. 

Q.  Had  you  at  that  time  stated  before  the  newspaper  committee 
the  amount  you  had  received  from  Mr.  McNeir  or  the  boat  com- 
pany?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  or  do  you  not  wish  us  to  understand  if  you  said  it  that 
you  were  speaking  in  a  Pickwickian  sense? — A.  If  I  said  that,  I 
said  it  to  be  funny. 

Q.  Who  was  it  that  said  that  you  got  Mr.  Broussard  drunk? — A. 
Mr.  Norcross,  of  the  New  York  American,  told  me  about  that  first; 
said  Mr.  Lilley  had  come  in  to  ask  him  about  the  story.  This  was 
Monday  evening,  and  about  the  truth  of  the  story  that  he  was  giving 
his  authority  for,  that  I  had  a  pocketful  of  money  and  that  I  was  fix- 
ing the  committee  and  buying  drinks  in  Shoemaker's  to  get  Broussard 
drunk 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  Mr.  Lilley  told  him  that? — A.  Yes;  that  is 
where  I  got  it  from.  He  said  he  told  Mr.  Lilley  all  he  knew  about  it 
was  what  Wooley  told  »him. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  about  as  far  as  an  ex- 
amination of  this  kind  ought  to  go.  It  is  shameful  and  disgusting 
and  unnecessary. 

The  Chairman.  I  will  ask  Mr.  Lilley  if  he  has  any  further  ques- 
tions. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  want  to  ask  Mr.  Erly  one  question:  If  you  have 
received  from  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  McNeir  any  more  than 
the  amount  of  money  you  have  stated  ? 

The  Witness.  From  the  Electric  boat  money  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  That  is  all,  $36.  I  have  had  to  look  the  matter  up 
in  his  books.  That  is  how  I  found  out  the  amount.  We  had  to  go 
through  his  expense  ledger. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Erly. 
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The  Chairman.  Does  any  other  member  of  the  committee  wish  to 
ask  Mr.  Erly  any  questions  ?  Is  any  Member  of  the  House  present 
who  wishes  to  ask  Mr.  Erly  any  questions?  If  not,  the  witness  will 
be  excused 

(Witness  excused.) 


Select  Committee  Under  H.  Res.  288. 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  (7.,  Wednesday,  April  <?,  1908. 
The  committee  met  at  2.30  o'clock  p.  m. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Olmsted. 
The  Chairman.  I  have  just  heard  from  Mr.  Olmsted  by  telephone 
that  his  little  girl  is  just  passing  through  the  crisis  of  pneumonia  and 
had  a  very  bad  night.  He  is  not  able  to  leave  and  may  not  be  for 
9everal  days,  even  if  the  case  takes  an  immediate  turn  for  the  better. 
For  that  reason,  and  owing  to  the  preparation  for  other  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  committee  in  its  proper  order,  the  committee  will  take 
a  recess  until  next  Tuesday  morning,  at  11  o'clock. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  Tuesday,  April  14, 
1908,  at  11  o'clock  a.  m.) 


Select  Committee  Under  House  Resolution  288, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C,  April  U,  1908. 

The  committee  met  at  11.30  o'clock  a.  m. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Broussard. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Thurston,  will  you  take  the  stand  ? 

TESTTKOITT  OF  SENATOR  J.  H.  THURSTON. 

Senator  J.  M.  Thurston,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined 
testified  as  follows : 
The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted  will  please  conduct  the  examination. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Senator,  you  reside  in  Washington  at  present? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  You  were  formerly  a  member  of  the  United  States  Senate  from 
Nebraska? — A.  I  served  one  term  of  six  years  in  the  Senate. 

Q.  Senator,  I  show  you  a  letter  dated  June  29, 1907,  and  addressed 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  by  your- 
self, and  ask  you  if  that  is  your  letter? — A.  That  is  my  letter. 

Q.  Would  you  let  us  have  the  letter  from  Mr.  J.  &  Lake  therein 
referred  to? — A.  I  will  look  for  it.  I  do  not  believe  there  was  anv 
letter,  but  that  is  simply  a  matter  of  recollection.  If  I  do,  I  will 
present  it  to  the  committee.  I  have  no  present  recollection  as  to 
whether  that  came  to  me  by  letter  or  verbally.  I  was,  however,  ad- 
vised— I  think  I  had  been  away  at  this  date,  or  before  this  date,  and 
on  my  return  I  was  advised  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  had  de- 
cided to  refer  that  matter  to  the  Attorney-General,  which  was  very 
agreeable  to  me,  and  I  followed  that  with  a  letter  to  the  Attorney- 
General  asking  permission  to  file  a  brief,  which  I  filed.    I  had  no 
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personal  interview  with  anyone  in  the  Department,  but  I  filed  a  brief 
in  that  matter.    (Letter  referred  to  reads  as  follows:) 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  29,  1907. 
Hon.  Victor  C.  Metcalf, 

Secretary  of  the  A7avy,  Washington,  D.  C. 
Sir  :  I  am  advised  by  Mr.  J.  O.  Lake,  vice- president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  that  you  would  refer  so  much  of  the  law  approved  March  2,  1907,  as 
relates  to  the  purchase  of  submarine  boats  to  the  Attorney-General  for  his 
opinion.  I  have  to  request  that  you  will  refer  the  matter  to  the  Attorney- 
General,  and  beg  to  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
Very  truly,  yours, 

John  M.  Thurston, 
Attorney  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  State  if  you  know.  Senator,  how  or  from  whom  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake 
received  information  that  the  question  would  be  referred  to  the 
Attorney-General. — A.  I  do  not  know.  I  presume  you  have  all  my 
correspondence  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  it  would  be  my 
best  recollection  that  I  asked  the  Secretary  in  writing  to  Hjfer  that 
question  to  the  Attorney-General,  but  perhaps  not.  I  eh  *  i£r  asked 
him  in  writing  or  I  asked  him  personally.  l 

Q.  You  do  not  quite  understand  my  question.  It  seems  that  it  was 
Mr.  Lake  who  advised  you  that  the  Secretary  had  concluded  to  refer 
the  matter  to  the  Attorney-General,  presumably  in  accordance  with 
your  request,  as  you  have  stated,  and  we  wish  to  know  how  Mr.  Lake 
ascertained  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  had  concluded  to  so  refer 
it. — A.  I  do  not  know  if  he  informed  me  in  writing.  The  letter  may 
or  may  not  show  how  he  knew  it. 

Q.  Your  letter  says,  "  I  am  advised  by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake." — A.  That 
statement  is  undoubtedly  correct.  I  had  been  away.  I  had  been  out 
of  the  city,  and  on  my  return  I  was  advised  by  Mr.  Lake  either  in 
writing  or  verbally ;  I  can  not  tell  until  I  look  at  my  letter  files. 

Q.  If  it  had  been  verbally,  would  you  not  have  been  more  likely  to 
say,  "  I  have  been  told  by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,"  or  "  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  tells 
me?" — A.  Oh,  no;  I  think  that  would  be  my  ordinary  phraseology. 

Q.  Either  way? — A.  Either  way. 

Q.  You  will  look  in  your  file  and  if  you  find  such  a  letter  let  us 
have  it? — A.  I  will. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  whether  Mr.  Lake  had  at  any  time  any  verbal 
conversations  with  you  in  which  he  told  you  how  or  from  whom  he 
received  the  information  that  the  matter  would  be  referred  to  the 
Attorney-General? — A.  I  have  no  recollection  on  that  subject.  There 
was  nothing  to  impress  it  on  my  mind  except  the  mere  fact  that  the 
question  would  be  referred  to  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  As  I  understand  it,  you  had  asked  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to 
refer  it? — A.  I  had  asked  him  either  in  writing  or  in  person;  I  do 
not  recall  now. 

Q.  When  you  were  away  from  home  your  first  intimation  that  he 
had  concluded  so  to  refer  it  was  derived  from  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake? — 
A.  It  would  seem  so  from  that  letter,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  is 
correct. 

Q.  What  we  wish  to  know  is  how  and  from  whom  Mr.  Lake  got 
the  information. — A.  Mr.  Neff  has  just  spoken  to  me,  and  what  ne 
said  to  me  quickened  my  recollection.  I  think  it  is  probably  true  that 
Mr.  Lake  during  my  absence  saw  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and 
brought  me  the  information  that  the  Secretary  would  refer  this  mat- 
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ter  to  the  Attorney-General.  I  am  not  positive  about  that,  but  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  is  correct. 

Q.  You  will,  as  you  stated,  if  you  find  the  letter,  let  us  have  it? — 
A.  If  there  was  a  letter  on  the  subject  from  Mr.  Lake  it  will  be  in  my 
files  and  I  will  produce  it. 

Q.  Now,  Senator,  you  have  appeared  before  fhe  committee  as  attor- 
ney for  the  Lake  Boat  Company  i — A.  I  have. 

Q.  And  we  do  not  wish  to  make  you  both  witness  and  counsel  any 
more  than  is  necessary. — A.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two  statements 
I  would  like  to  make  while  I  am  on  the  witness  stand  for  the  enlight- 
enment of  the  committee.  I  have  received  the  impression — it  is  no 
more  than  an  impression — that  there  is  a  feeling  that  the  Lake  Tor- 
pedo Boat  Company  in  some  manner  instigated  this  investigation.  I 
want  to  say,  on  my  part,  and  I  am  certain  it  is  true  of  all  the  officers 
of  the  Lake  company,  because  I  would  have  known  if  it  would  have 
been  otherwise,  that  I  did  not  know  or  have  any  information  that  a 
resolution  of  this  kind  was  to  be  introduced.  If  I  had,  I  should  have 
done  whatever  I  could  to,  I  think,  discourage  it,  because  I  would 
have  felt  that  a  resolution  of  this  kind  might  endanger  the  appro- 

E nations  by  Congress  for  submarines.  And  while  I  felt  and  still 
elieve  that  the  particular  form  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  com- 
mittee deprives  tne  Lake  company  of  any  participation  in  its  efforts 
to  secure  any  of  the  ar  T«>priation,  I  dia  believe  and  still  believe  in 
the  wisdom  of  Congre-  that  we  might  be  permitted  to  have  a  chance 
to  compete  for  any  apx   opriations  made. 

The  second  statement  I  wish  to  make  while  I  am  on  the  witness 
stand  is  this:  I  endeavored  to  secure  a  hearing  before  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee for  Mr.  Simon  Lake  and  myself  to  present  the  one  simple  ques- 
tion of  the  committee  framing  the  appropriation,  that  it  would  leave 
competition  free  and  open  for  all  persons  in  competing  for  submarine 
boats.  I  went  to  see  Mr.  Foss.  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  I  will 
isay  right  here,  in  view  of  some  of  the  questions  propounded  to  dif- 
ferent witnesses,  I  know  of  no  reason  why  a  man  representing  an  in- 
terest that  is  pending  in  Congress  can  not  go  to  any  Member  of  Con- 
jgress,  a  member  of  the  committee,  or  otherwise,  and  in  a  fair  and 
[decent  manner  suggest  his  views  on  the  questions  that  are  pending,  and 
!l  have  never  known  that  that  presentation  of  the  question  to  individ- 
ual Members  of  Congress  has  in  any  manner  tended  to  influence  the 
Member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States,  except  as  his  best  judgment 
might  direct.  I  therefore  went  to  Mr.  Foss,  the  chairman  of  the 
jeommittee,  and  asked  him  for  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  by  Mr. 
iSimon  Lake  and  myself  before  the  full  committee,  or  a  subcommit- 
tee, on  the  question'of  open  legislation  that  would  enable  us  to  com- 
jpete  in  bids  with  any  other  company.  Mr.  Foss  stated  to  me  what  I 
itnow  generally  to  be  true,  that  it  was  inexpedient  for  his  people  to 
give  hearings  on  pending  matters  except  in  some  unusual  case,  and  I 
could  understand  how  that  necessarily  would  be  true.  After  that  I 
addressed  the  chairman  of  that  committee  a  communication  asking 
for  a  hearing  on  this  one  question.  Not  for  the  purpose  of  asking  any 
particular  appropriation,  but  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  hearing  to 
the  end  that  we  might  present  our  views  in  favor  of  leaving  the  entire 
majtter  of  contract  for  submarines  to  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy.  I  think  I  have  that  communication  here,  if  the  commit  - 
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tee  wishes  to  see  it,  but  it  does  not  matter  especially ;  that  is  the  sub- 
stance of  it. 

The  Chairman.  If  that  is  there,  will  you  read  it? 

A.  This  is  it,  Mr.  Chairman.    It  is  dated  February  6, 1908 : 

February  6.  1908.     • 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Gentlemen  :  Ou  behalf  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  I  respectfully 
ask  for  a  brief  hearing  before  your  committee  for  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  president  of 
the  said  company  and  inventor  and  designor  of  the  Lake  type  of  submarines, 
and  for  myself  as  attorney  for  said  company,  with  a  view  of  presenting  to  your 
committee  in  a  concise  and  brief  way  the  reasons  why  any  legislation  making 
appropriation  for  the  purchase  or  construction  of  submarines  should  be  so 
framed  as  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  full  discretion  in  the  awarding  of 
contracts  for  such  boats  as  the  Navy  Department  may  be  satisfied  are  best 
adapted  for  naval  purposes  and  coast  defense. 

We  believe  it  is  for  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  to  have  the  keenest  ! 
possible  competition  between  the  American  submarine  builders  in  order  to  secure 
title  latest,  most  modern,  most  powerful,  and  best  submarines.  Any  legislation  ; 
which  practically  prevents  such  competition  enables  one  company  alone  to  suc- 
cessfuUy  bid  for  submarine  construction  and  will  prevent  this  Government  from 
obtaining  submarines  representing  the  best  inventive  and  constructive  genius  of 
our  people. 

Several  foreign  nations  have  already  progressed  much  further  and  have  se- 
cured and  are  securing  submarines  of  greater  efficiency  than  any  thus  far  owned 
by  the  United  States,  these  foreign  governments  having  availed  themselves  of 
the  benefits  arising  from  the  broadest  possible  competition. 

In  the  last  naval  appropriation  bill  as  formed  by  your  honorable  committee 
and  passed  by  the  House  full  discretion  was  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  the 
-Navy,  and  the  Lake  company  was  entirely  satisfied  to  leave  to  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment and  its  skilled  officers  full  discretionary  power  of  awarding  contracts, 
taking  into  consideration  bids,  plans,  specifications,  and  all  such  other  consider- 
ations as  would  enable  the  Department  to  best  determine  what  boats  the  United 
'States  should  have.  The  Senate  committee  in  the  very  last  days  of  the  session 
amended  your  bill  by  inserting  a  provision  which  partially,  and  it  was  claimed 
wholly,  shut  out  the  competition  or  chances  of  all  companies  but  one,  by  pro- 
viding that  the  Secretary  should  not  expend  any  portion  of  the  appropriation 
1for  any  boat  which  should  not,  as  determined  by  preliminary  tests,  equal  the 
best  submarine  in  the  service  of  or  contracted  for  by  the  United  States  on 
March  2,  1907.  It  must  have  been  well  known  that  the  Lake  company  only 
had  in  the  United  States  at  that  time  one  submarine  boat,  the  Lake,  which  was 
•of  older  design,  smaller  in  size,  and  necessarily  less  speedy  and  powerful  than 
those  certain  submarines  which  had  then  been  contracted  for  and  were  being 
•constructed  for  the  United  States  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

The  question  of  the  construction  of  this  law  was  referred  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  to  the  Attorney-General,  and  I  presented  to  him  a  brief  on  the  sub- 
ject, a  printed  copy  of  which  I  herewith  present.  This  was  followed  by  his 
decision  construing  the  law,  a  printed  copy  of  which  I  also  herewith  present. 

While  his  opinion  fully  sustained  my  contention,  and  affirmed  the  power  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  exercise  his  discretion  in  determining,  not  alone 
from  the  preliminary  test,  but  from  any  other  source  at  his  command,  what 
"boats  he  might  contract  for,  yet  it  is  evident  that  the  awarding  of  the  contract 
for  seven  boats,  absorbing  the  greater  part  of  the  appropriation,  was  made 
almost  if  not  wholly,  upon  the  result  of  the  competitive  test  between  the  Lahe 
and  the  Octopus,  which  competitive  test  was,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case, 
a  simple  finding  that  the  Octupus,  being  the  best  boat  under  contract  by  the 
Government  on  March  2,  1907,  was  equal  to  herself.  And  it  is  evident  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  under  the  terms  of  the  law,  did  not  feel  free  to  give 
•consideration  to  the  plans  and  specifications  as  well  as  guaranties  of  the  Lake 
company  under  their  bids  for  the  construction  of  more  modern  and  more  power- 
ful boats  than  any  previously  contracted  for  by  the  United  States. 

He  so  far  exercised  his  discretion  as  to  withhold  a  portion  of  the  appropria- 
tion, and  has  since  awarded  a  contract  to  the  Lake  company  to  construct  a 
submarine  which  will  be  speedier,  more  powerful,  more  modern,  and  of  more 
formidable  armament  than  any  of  the  boats  covered  by  the  contracts  awarded 
to  the  Electric  Boat  Company.     The  Lake  company  has  been  compelled  to 
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accept  this  contract  at  Its  own  risk,  to  construct  this  submarine  without  receiv- 
ing any  advance  or  partial  payments,  giving  the  United  States  the  right  to  re- 
fuse acceptance  of  the  boat  when  completed  unless  she  then  meets  in  every  way 
toe  extreme  guaranties  of  the  Lake  company,  the  severe  requirements  of  the 
testa  prescribed,  as  demanded  by  the  Government. 

This  shows  the  absolute  good  faith  of  the  Lake  company  in  its  endeavor  to 
tompete  with  its  rival  American  constructor  and  to  furnish  to  the  United  States 
a  better  boat  than  any  covered  by  the  contracts  given  to  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
Jiany.  To  a  certain  extent  this  gives  life  to  competition  and  places  the  United 
States  in  the  position  of  securing  the  best  possible  submarines  through  the 
rivalry  of  competing  companies,  and  it  does  not  limit  its  future  submarines  to 
those  designed  and  built  by  a  single  American  company  under  no  stress  of 
competition. 

I  also  respectfully  submit  a  copy  of  an  argument  presented  by  me  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy,  in  which  I  set  forth,  as  I  believe  fully  and  fairly,  the  tests 
of  the  naval  board  with  respect  to  the  result  of  the  tests  between  the  Lake  and 
the  Octopus.  This  analysis  fairly  presents  the  only  difference  in  which  either 
boat  in  the  tests  outclassed  its  rival,  and  has  not  been  challenged  or  questioned 
•o  far  by  the  Secretary  or  the  naval  experts  of  his  Department ;  and  I  respect- 
folly  suggest  that  a  careful  consideration  of  my  comparative  analysis  and  also 
of  the  report  of  the  naval  board,  which  is  at  the  command  of  your  committee, 
will  folly  bear  me  out  In  insisting  that  the  Lake  boat  surpassed  the  Octopus  In 
several  Important  particulars,  and  only  fell  short  in  one  essential  particular, 
which  was  in  the  matter  of  power  and  speed.    I  also  submit  that,  considering 

j  the  size  of  the  Lake  and  date  of  construction  as  compared  with  the  Octopus, 

[  and  the  necessarily  greater  power  of  a  larger  boat  as  against  a  smaller  one,  es- 
pecially In  the  matter  of  speed,  that  the  test  itself  demonstrated  beyond  all  con- 
tradiction the  fact  that  a  boat  similar  to  the  Lake  of.  the  size  and  motive  power 

i  of  the  Octopus  must  have  been  found  superior,  and,  as  your  committee  is  well 
aware,  the  question  of  speed  and  power  depends  entirely  upon  two  things :  First, 

:  the  relative  size  of  the  boats,  and,  second,  the  increased  motive  power  which  can 

:  be  placed  in  the  larger  one. 

No  fair  trial  tests  in  advance  of  the  award  of  contracts  can  ever  be  had  in 
the  United  States  until  at  least  two  companies  have  had  an  opportunity  to  con- 
struct and  present  the  best  and  most  powerful  submarines  they  can  produce,  and 
voder  an  appropriation  similar  to  the  last  one,  no  competing  company  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  construct  or  the  United  States  to  secure  a  boat  which  will 
represent  its  latest  and  most  improved  designs  and  its  experience  in  construction 
and  operation  gained  by  its  construction  of  submarines  for  other  nations. 

I  submit  that  the  United  States  to-day  is  the  only  Government  which  is  not 
seeking  the  widest  possible  competition,  from  which  alone  can  come  to  it  the  best 
results  of  inventive  genius  and  experience. 

The  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  I  believe,  can  satisfy  your  committee  upon 
a  hearing  that  it  can  successfully  compete  with  any  rival,  and  that  it  can  pro- 
duce, If  given  equal  opportunity,  a  more  formidable  submarine  than  any  yet 
contracted  for  with  the  Electric  company.  The  Lake  company  is  entirely  will- 
ing to  take  its  chances  in  competing  for  the  construction  of  submarines  upon  the 
exercise  of  the  fullest  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  naval 
experts  in  determining  as  to  whether  or  not  its  proposed  submarines  best  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  American  service. 

To  do  this,  any  appropriation  should  not  be  subject  to  restrictive  limitations, 
and  certainly  the  future  interests  of  the  Navy  are  secure  if  they  rest  upon  the 
judgment  of  the  Navy  Department  and  its  experts,  unlimited  by  any  provision 
of  law  which,  whatever  its  apparent  purpose  may  be,  is  necessarily  a  legislative 
award  of  submarines  of  a  single  class  and  to  a  single  company. 

If  It  is  to  be  required  that  any  appropriation  made  shall  not  be  expended  in 
whole  or  in  part  until  the  submarines  contracted  for  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  Department  in  competitive  or  other  tests,  this  limitation  of  the  expenditure 
of  the  appropriation  should  be  the  withholding  of  a  payment  on  the  contrs<*t 
price  of  a  submarine  until  constructed,  tested,  and  accepted ;  and  If  this  require- 
ment Is  to  be  made  of  all  competitors,  it  will  be  cheerfully  accepted  by  the  Lake 
com  iany. 

0  the  other  hand,  if  one  competitor  is  to  be  placed  by  legislative  enactment 
fa  a  oositiou  to  take  no  risk  and  to  be  paid  almost  the  entire  contract  price  in 
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partial  payments  before  the  boat  is  constructed  or  tested,  then  tlie  same  oppor- 
tunity should  be  given  to  the  Lake  company. 

If  the  requirement  is  to  be  made,  as  has  been  suggested,  that  all  boats  built 
under  the  appropriation  shall  equal  the  best  boat  contracted  for  by  the  Govern- 
ment prior  to  January  1,  1908,  then  in  all  justice  and  fairness  the  requirement 
should  be  that  any  such  boat  should  meet  the  competitive  test  and  prove  herself 
equal  to  the  best  boat  contracted  for  or  under  construction  for  the  United  States 
Government  on  the  10th  day  of  February,  1008,  so  that  the  final  test  should  be 
not  alone  with  the  boats  contracted  for  by  the  Electric  company,  but  also  with 
the  one  now  under  construction  for  the  Government  by  the  Lake  company. 

Mr.  Simon  Lake  has  had  almost  a  world-wide  experience  in  designing  and  con- 
structing submarines  in  other  countries,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  your  commit- 
tee, in  making  appropriation  and  framing  the  legislation  therefor,  should  have 
the  benefit  of  such  advice  and  information  he  stands  ready  to  give  to  you  upon  a 
hearing ;  and  I  can  not  conceive  that  it  would  be  wise  for  you  to  take  final  action 
without  having  before  you  a  more  perfect  knowledge  of  what  is  being  done  in 
submarine  matters  by  other  governments. 

For  these  reasons,  and  others  which  we  are  prepared  to  present,  we  ask  for  a 
fair  field  and  no  favor — the  same  opportunity,  if  necessary,  at  our  own  risk, 
to  compete  for  the  construction  of  submarines.  I  once  more  respectf  ully  request 
tliat  an  opportunity  may  be  given  us  to  be  heard. 

Respectfully,  John  M.  Thurston, 

Attorney  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

I  received  no  answer  to  that  and  then  conferred  with  Mr.  Simon 
Lake.  I  told  him  that  I  saw  no  reason  in  the  world  why  he  should 
not  send  to  the  individual  Members  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  any 
arguments  or  any  articles  that  would  tend  to  enlighten  the  individual 
Members  upon  this  question  of  submarines;  that  the  matter  would 
undoubtedly  come  to  issue  upon  the  floor  of  both  Houses,  and  any  in- 
formation that  was  sent  in  that  way  to  all  the  Members  of  "both 
Houses  of  Congress  I  thought  would  be  sent  in  a  perfectly  proper  and 
legitimate  manner;  that  during  my  service  in  the  Senate  I  had  re- 
ceived hundreds  and  thousands  of  communications  of  that  kind  on 
different  matters  pending  before  Congress,  and  I  think  perhaps  I 
told  him  that  anything  that  would  enlighten  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  upon  public  questions  would  be  for  the  public  good. 
He  asked  me  if  a  series  of  postal  cards,  showing  the  development  in 
submarines  would  be  proper  to  send  to  the  Members  of  Congress.  I 
told  him  I  saw  no  reason  why  it  would  not,  stating,  however,  to  him 
that  anything  he  said  ought  to  present  fairly  the  questions  submitted. 

I  made  this  statement  because  of  the  testimony  the  other  day  about 
sending  these  postal  cards.  What  there  was  on  those  postal  cards, 
what  the  writing  was,  or  what  it  was  to  be,  I  do  not  know,  but  I  ad- 
vised him  that  information  of  that  kind  I  thought  was  perfectly 
proper  to  send  to  the  whole  membership  of  both  Houses,  provided,  of 
course,  that  whatever  was  stated  would  be  a  fair  presentation  or  a 
fair  argument  of  the  question  pending. 

Q.  When  was  it  that  you  advised  him,  Senator? — A.  Well,  it  was 
some  time  after  that  letter  of  mine  addressed  to  the  committee  when 
I  realized  that  we  were  not  to  have  a  hearing. 

Q.  Did  you  apply  to  any  other  member  of  the  committee  than  to 
Mr.  Foss? — A.  Oh,  no;  I  applied  only  to  the  chairman,  thinking  that 
the  proper  course  to  take. 

Q.  You  did  not  advise  him,  Senator,  did  you,  that  the  postal  cards 
should  be  sent  anonymously  ? — A.  Oh,  no ;  that  question  was  not  con- 
sidered at  all. 

Q.  Or  that  they  should  be  mailed  from  New  York  instead  of 
Bridgeport? — A.  Oh,  no;  there  was  nothing  stated,  as  I  have  said. 
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Q-  Do  you  see  anything  improper  in  submarine-boat  companies 
securing  the  publication  of  newspaper  or  magazine  articles  lauding 
its  wares  and  rather  decrying  those  of  the  other  companies? — A.  I  do 
not;  and  I  do  not  see  any  impropriety  in  sending  those  to  a  Member 
of  Congress,  and  I  think  a  Member  of  Congress  would  be  a  very  im- 
proper member  of  the  Government  if  arguments  of  that  kind  unduly 
affected  him. 

Q.  Then  if  you  would  not  consider  it  improper  on  the  part  of  one 
torpedo-boat  company,  would  you  consider  it  improper  on  the  part  of 
another  torpedo-boat  company? — A.  Certainly  not.  And  another 
thing,  I  do  not  consider  it  improper,  Mr.  Chairman — there  was  some 
examination  here  about  talking  to  Members  of  Congress.  I  do  not 
consider  that  there  is  the  slightest  impropriety  in  any  man  who  has 
an  interest  depending  upon  Congressional  action  seeing  Members  of 
Congress  personally  ana  presenting  his  views  to  them.  I  think  it 
would  be  a  reflection  upon  the  character  and  standing  of  anv  Member 
of  Congress  to  think  that  he  would  be  unduly  influenced  by  such 
action. 

Q.  What  would  you  think  of  the  propriety  of  a  representative  of 
a  torpedo-boat  company  or  any  other  concern  desiring  legislation  in 
inviting  Congressmen  to  take  dinners  with  him? — A.  Well,  I  have 
never  considered  .it  possible  that  a  dinner  would  unduly  influence  a 
Member  of  Congress.  I  do  not  think  it  ever  influenced  my  action, 
and  I  have  taken  a  good  many  dinners  with  different  people  while  I 
was  in  Congress. 

Q.  You  understand,  Senator,  we  had  no  thought  of  asking  you  any- 
thing but  the  questions  about  the  one  letter.  That  is  all  that  the  com- 
mittee wanted  to  ask  you.  The  other  was  led  on  by  your  voluntary 
statements. — A,  I  just  made  those  statements  in  order  to  relieve,  what 
seems  to  be  two  questions  before  this  committee. 

Q.  You  stated,  Senator,  that  you  did  not  know  that  any  resolution 
of  this  kind  was  to  be  offered  ? — A.  Of  any  kind. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  Mr.  Lilley's  testimony? — A.  No,  I  did  not;  but 
I  think  I  read  it. 

Q.  What  he  there  stated  as  to  conversations  with  yourself? — 
A.  Ye3;  that  was  after  the  resolution  had  been  presented.  I  had  no 
talk  with  Mr.  Lilley  about  this  matter  prior  to  the  introduction  of 
the  resolution,  and  I  am  certain  that*  if  any  officer  of  the  Lake  Tor- 
pedo Boat  Company  had  I  would  have  known  it,  because  they  were 
wiving  upon  me  as  their  attorney. 

Q.  The  testimony  given  by  Mr.  Lilley  concerning  consultations 
with  yourself  was  substantially  correct,  then? — A.  I  think  so,  ex- 
cept as  to  one  matter.  I  think  Mr.  Lilley  stated  in  his  testimony 
that  I  told  him  that  ex-Senator  Butler,  or  North  Carolina,  drafted 
the  provisions  in  the  Congressional  act  of  March  2,  1907,  which  was 
proposed  in  the  Senate.     I  do  not  think  I  made  that  statement. 

Q.  With  reference  to  Mr.  Butler? — A.  With  reference  to  Mr.  But- 
ler. I  may  have  inadvertently  made  it,  but  I  certainly  did  not  in- 
tend to,  because  I  had  no  purpose;  I  never  have  any  purpose  of  mak- 
ing any  statement  of  any  information  that  comes  to  me  even  in  a 
conversational  way  with  another  attorney. 

!  Q.  Were  these  suggestions  which  you  made  to  Mr.  Lilley,  as  he  has 
testified,  all  or  any"of  them,  embodied  in  the  questions  which  he  has 
subsequentlv  submitted  to  this  committee  ?— A.  If  the  committee  de- 


1056  HEABIKGS  OK  HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288. 

sires  it,  I  can  state  fully  as  to  all  of  my  connections  with  Mr.  Lilley 
after  the  introduction  of  the  resolution. 

Q.  I  am  asking  now  particularly  with  reference  to  the  suggestions 
and  the  questions  submitted  to  the  committee  to  be  submitted  to  the 
witnesses. — A.  I  have  read  over  the  questions  that  were  propounded 
at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Lilley  and  can  only  state  this :  I  did  suggest 
to  Mr.  Lilley  in  the  barest  outline  a  line  of  examination  to  be  pro- 
pounded to  certain  witnesses,  but  I  did  not  prepare  that  line  of  ques- 
tioning of  those  questions  which  he  propounded  to  the  committee. 

Q.  When  was  it  that  you  suggested  to  him  the  outline  of  the  ques- 
tions to  be  submitted,  or  did  that  occur  from  time  to  time  ? — A.  After 
the  resolution  of  the  investigation  had  been  introduced,  I  think,  Mr. 
Neff  said  to  me,  or  asked  me,  perhaps,  I  do  not  know  that  he  put 
it  in  any  other  way — asked  me  if  I  would  like  to  see  Mr.  Lilley,  and 
I  said  if  Mr.  Lilley  would  like  to  see  me  I  would  be  very  glad  to  see 
him.  This  matter  is  now  in  the  shape  where  it  may  very  seriously 
affect  the  interests  of  my  company,  and  Mr.  Neff  subsequently  told 
me  that  Mr.  Lilley  would  like  to  see  me.  I  went  to  see  Mr.  Lilley 
at  the  Willard  Hotel.  Mr.  Lilley  seemed  to  be  very  much  at  sea  as 
to  what  he  ought  to  do.  I  told  him  the  first  thing  he  ought  to  do 
in  this  position  in  which  he  was  placed  before  the  |louse  was  to  get 
the  very  best  attorney  he  could,  and  I  suggested  some  home  attorney 
from  Connecticut.  Sir.  Lilley,  I  do  not  know  exactly  how  it  came 
about,  but  he  made  the  suggestion  as  to  whether  or  not  I  could  aid 
him  in  that  capacity.  I  told  him  I  knew  of  no  real  professional 
reason  why  I  could  not,  but  being  the  attorney  of  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company,  I  would  not  care  to  accept  employment  at  his  hands,  j 
but  that  my  company  being  vitally  interested,  and  naturally  so,  in  \ 
the  result  of  this  investigation,  simply  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 
the  truth  if  there  was  any  truth  in  the  charges  made,  that  any  assist-  \ 
ance  I  could  give  him  that  was  not  incompatible  with  my  relations  | 
to  my  own  company  I  would  be  very  glad  to  give  it.  On  that  Mr. 
Lilley  secured  from  Connecticut  two  attorneys  in  whom  he  seemed 
to  have  confidence.  They  came  down  here,  and  they  asked  me  to 
meet  them.  I  met  them,  and  I  made  several  suggestions  along  the 
line  of  Mr.  Lilley's  prosecution  of  the  investigation.  I  think  those, 
generally  speaking,  were  adopted  by  the  attorneys. 

Q.  That  was  before  any  of  the  hearings  by  this  committee?— 
A.  That  was  before  any  hearing — let  me  see. 

Q.  At  all  events  before  Mr.  Lilley  took  the  witness  stand  ? — A.  Yes; 
why — I  think  so. 

Q.  That  is  according  to  his  statement? — A.  I  think  that  is  true. 

Q.  Has  Mr.  Lilley  consulted  you  since  that  time? — A.  Yes;  on 
two  or  three  different  occasions.* 

Q.  Can  you  state  when  and  where? — A.  I  think  on  one  other 
question  at  the  Willard  Hotel ;  I  think  he  called  on  me  twice  at  my 
apartment  at  the  Wyoming  in  this  city,  in  the  evening. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  when? — A.  Oh,  I  can  not  pretend  to  remem- 
ber the  date.  It  was  during  the  progress  of  this  investigation,  and  as 
an  attorney,  although  not  employedl>y  him,  I  advised  him  the  best  I 
could,  he  not  being  an  attorney,  as  to  his  procedure. 

Q.  Did  you  give  him  advice  at  those  times  as  to  the  questions  to  be 
propounded  the  witnesses  at  these  hearings? — A.  Only  as  I  have 
stated.    I  gave  him  a  little  outline  in  the  briefest  possible  way  of  the 
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line  of  questioning  to  be  propounded  to  the  witnesses,  but  nothing 
farther  than  that.  I  did  not  undertake  to  draft  a  long  series  01 
questions  for  Mr.  Lilley.  The  questions  I  have  noticed  in  the  record 
that  were  propounded — the  long  list  of  questions — were  not  in  any 
way  drafted  by  me. 

Q.  Do  you  mow  by  whom  they  were  drafted  ? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Were  they  submitted  to  you  before  they  were  submitted  to  us, 
any  of  them? — A.  I  have  no  recollection  that  any  of  those  questions 
were  submitted  to  me,  although  there  may  have  been  on  one  occasion 
a  few  questions,  typewritten,  submitted  to  me.  My  recollection  is 
not  definite  on  that;  I  am  giving  it  to  you  the  best  I  can.  I  think 
perhaps  on  one  occasion  a  short  list  of  questions  was  presented  to  me, 

Q.  Do  you  remember  to  what  witnesses  they  related? — A.  No,  I 
do  not. 

Q.  By  whom  were  they  submitted  ? — A.  I  think  by  Mr.  Lilley ;  yes» 
I  know  if  they  were  at  all  they  were  by  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q-  Alone,  or  was  anyone  else  with  him  or  present  at  the  inter- 
view?— A.  I  am  not  sure  about  that.  Mr.  Neff  may  have  been  pres- 
ent. I  am  inclined  to  think  he  was,  if  they  were  submitted  to  me. 
My  recollection  upon  that  point  is  not  definite.  I  think  perhaps  no 
list  of  questions  was  presented  to  me. 

Q.  You  have  alreadv  stated  that  vou  declined  to  be  retained  by 
Mr.  Lilley?— A.  I  did. 

Q.  I  do  not  know  that  you  said  that  he  offered  you  a  retainer,  but 
he  spoke  to  you  about  retaining  you? — A.  There  was  no  offer  of 
retainer.  The  mere  suggestion  came  up — I  advised  him  to  get  coun- 
sel— the  mere  suggestion  came  up  as  to  whether  or  not  I  could  repre- 
sent him  before  this  committee. 

Q.  I  think  that  is  all.  We  intended  to  ask  you  merely  one  ques- 
tion about  the  letter. 

Mr.  Lillet.  May  I  submit  three  or  four  questions? 

The  Chairman.  Certainly. 

The  Witness.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  matter  of  the  propriety  of 
my  man  interested  in  legislation  in  Congress  seeing  Members  or 
drafting  bills  or  asking  an  introduction,  or  that  sort  of  thing,  I  would 
.like  to  submit  here  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  (40  N.  Y. 
Report,  pp.  382  and  387) .  I  think  it  is  a  splendid  enunciation  of  the 
law  upon  that  subject.    It  has  been  handed  to  me. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  inserted  in  the  record. 

It  must  be  the  right  of  every  citizen  who  is  interested  in  any  proposed  legis- 
Ittion  to  employ  an  agent  for  compensation  payable  to  him,  to  draft  his  bill 
tnd  explain  it  to  any  committee,  or  to  any  member  of  a  committee,  or  of  the 
legislature,  fairly  and  openly,  and  ask  to  have  it  introduced ;  and  contracts 
|  which  do  not  provide  for  more,  and  services  which  do  not  go  further,  in  our 
i  judgment,  violate  no  principle  of  law  or  rule  of  public  policy.  (Earl,  J.,  in  Chese- 
brongh  r.  Conover,  140  N.  T.,  382,  367.) 

Q.  It  has  been  charged  here,  at  least  Mr.  Lilley  has  charged  to  this 
effect,  that  the  legislation  of  1907  was  conclusive,  by  which  we  under- 
stand him  to  mean  that  it  permitted  contracts  to  be  made  only  to 
the  Electric  Boat  Company.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  law  has  been 
i  held  otherwise  by  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States,  has  it 
not? — A.  The  amendment  that  was  reported  by  the  Senate  commit- 
tee on  that  bill  was  absolutely  conclusive.  As  reported  to  the  Senate, 
the  amendment  reported  by  "the  committee  provided  that  no  part  of 
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this  appropriation  was  to  be  expended  for  any  boat  that  does  not  in 
such  tests  prove  to  be  equal  in  all  respects,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  to  the  best  boat  owned  by  the  United  States 
or  under  contract  therefor.  Those  words,  "  in  all  respects,"  were 
stricken  out  in  the  Senate.  If  they  had  remained  in  the  bill,  the  pro- 
vision was  absolutely  exclusive,  because  it  was  a  matter  known  of  all 
men  that  there  was  only  one  boat  in  the  American  waters  to  compete, 
and  that  that  boat  was  necessarily  less  in  speed  than  the  new  boats 
about  completed  for  the  Government. 

Q.  Those  words  did  not  remain  in  the  bill  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  The  act  of  1907,  appropriating  for  submarines,  was  it,  or  was  it 
not,  exclusive? — A.  Well,  I  took  the  contrary  position  in  my  argu- 
ment to  the  Attorney-General.  I  understood*  that  ex- Attorney -Gen- 
eral Olney  insisted  that  it  was,  and  the  attorneys  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company,  in  their  argument  presented  to  the  Attorney-General,  in- 
sisted that  it  was,  but  I  discover  by  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney- 
General  that  on  that  one  subject  I  knew  what  the  law  was. 

Q.  And  that  it  was  not  exclusive? — A.  And  that  it  was  not  ex- 
clusive. 

Q.  And  the  Electric  Boat  Company  did  secure  a  contract?  Each 
company  secured  one  or  more  contracts  ? — A.  Our  company  secured  a 
contract,  but  not  on  the  same  terms  or  conditions  of  the  other  com- 
panies. 

Q.  The  terms  and  conditions  are  a  little  too  technical  for  us,  and 
I  simply  want  to  know  whether  the  law  was  or  was  not  held  to  be 
exclusive. — A.  The  Attorney-General  and  myself  decided  that  it  was 
not. 

Q.  You  had  pretty  good  luck  with  the  Navy  Department  and  the 
Attorney-General's  Department  that  year?— A.  No;  I  had  prettr 
good  luck  with  the  Attorney-General.  The  other  people  had  all  the 
luck  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Q.  You  were  able  at  least  to  have  it  referred  to  the  Attorney- 
General? — A.  Oh,  yes.  I  remember  asking  for  that  very  strenu- 
ously. I  was  wanting  that  in  an  interview  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy. 

Q.  And  after  he  had  given  his  opinion,  did  not  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  still  urge  that  thev  were  entitled  to  have  all  the  contracts?— 
A.  No.  You  unaoubtedly  nave  before  you  or  in  your  possession  my 
letter  upon  that  subject  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  possibly  it 
was  my  argument  presented  to  him  later,  and  which  was  taken  by  his 
stenographer  and  reduced  to  writing,  and  made  a  part  of  the  files 
of  the  Department.  Whichever  it  was,  I  insisted  with  all  the  force 
possible  that  the  best  thing  he  could  do  would  be  to  divide  the  boats 
equally  between  the  two  companies,  and  I  made  no  other 

Q.  I  am  not  referring  to  vour  argument,  but  the  Electric  Boat 
Company's  attorneys  insisted  on  them  having  the  whole  of  it?— 
A.  They  have  always  insisted  on  having  the  whole  thing. 

Q.  Notwithstanding  their  insistence  and  their  argument,  you  did 
get  one  contract  from  the  Navy  Department? — A.  They  got  seven 
on  the  basis  of  partial  payments,  as  the  work  went  on,  and  we  got 
one  on  the  basis  that  we  should  not  have  a  cent  until  we  had  com- 
pleted the  boat  and  performed  all  the  tests  and  met  all  our  guaranties. 

Q.  You  prevailed  upon  the  Naval  Department  to  that  extent?— 
A.  We  were  mighty  glad  to  get  that  one  little  chance  to  get  in. 
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Q.  And  having  secured  that  you  thought  you  would  have  a  pretty 
good  chance  if  the  law  were  left  open  this  year,  as  you  suggested  ? — 
A.  We  had  hopes.  / 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  counsel  for  the  Lake  Boat  Company  ? — 
A  My  best  recollection  is  that  it  was  after  the  last  Congressional 
campaign.  The  reason  I  know,  I  made  three  or  four  speeches  in 
Connecticut,  and  I  met  Congressman  Lilley  there  for  the  first  time, 
and  it  was  after  that  that  my  employment  began. 

Q.  Were  you  at  any  time  spoken  to  or  consulted  with  reference 
to  the  introduction  of  any  resolution  in  this  Congress? — A.  No. 

Q.  By  anybody? — A.  No.  I  was  consulted  about  the  introduction 
of  a  bill  calling  for  an  appropriation  for  submarines.  I  think  I 
drafted  one  which  was  introduced,  which  simply  provided  for  a 
$2,000,000  appropriation  to  be  expended  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Q.  Who  introduced  the  bill? — A.  I  do  not  remember,  I  think  it 
was  Mr.  Sperry. 

Q.  That  was  a  separate  bill  and  not  a  provision  to  go  in  the  naval 
appropriation  bill? — A.  No;  it  was  a  separate  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  other  questions  but  these,  Mr. 
Lilley? 

Mr.  Lilley.  No. 

Q.  There  is  one  question  I  would  like  to  ask,  and  that  is  whether 
you  have  been  counsel  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  at  any  time 
since  the  election  of  the  Fiftieth  Congress? — A.  No. 

Q.  Then  any  relation  you  may  have  had  to  that  company  would 
have  referred,  if  to  any  Congress,  to  some  previous  Congress? — A. 
It  antedated  this  Congress. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  call  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

TESTIMONY  OF  SIMON  LAKE. 

Simon  Lake  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined  testified  as 
follows : 
The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted  will  examine  the  witness. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Q.  You  are  a  resident  of  Bridgeport  ? — A.  Well,  I  am  hoping  to  be. 
I  have  been  living  abroad  for  the  past  two  or  three  years. 

Q.  When  did  you  return? — A.  I  arrived  just  a  dajr  or  two  previous 
to  Christmas.  I  came  over  on  the  Mauretania;  I  think  she  sailed  on 
the  4th  of  December.     She  was  about  a  five-day  boat. 

Q.  From  what  point? — A.  From  Liverpool. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  been  abroad? — A.  I  had  been  abroad  that 


trip  since  last  spring. 
Q.  The  spring  of  1907 1— A.  The  spn 
Q.  What  official  relation,  if  any,  do  you  sustain  to  the  Lake  Tor- 


The  spring  of  1907?— A.  The  spring  of  1907. 


pedo  Boat  Company  ? — A.  I  am  president. 

Q.  You  have  been  for  some  little  time  in  pretty  hot  rivalry  or 
competition  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company?— A.  About  fifteen 
years,  I  think. 

Q,  I  would  like  to  ask  you,  assuming  that  in  that  competition  you 
must  have  seen  a  good  deal  of  the  other  boat  company,  whether  you 
have  any  personal  knowledge  of  any  improper  expenditures  of  any 
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moneys  by  that  company  with  reference  to  securing  Congressional 
legislation? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  State  whether  you  have  knowledge  of  any  expenditure  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  or  its  officers  for  the  purpose  of  electing 
any  particular  officer  of  Congress. — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Or  the  defeating  of  any  Member  of  Congress  or  candidate  for 
Congress? — A.  No,  sir;   I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  any  such  expenditure  of  money 
or  any  attempt  at  electing  or  defeating  any  particular  Member  of 
Congress  by  any  of  the  officers  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company?— A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  any  attempt  by  any  torpedo  boat 
company  to  secure  the  election  of  any  person  as  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  to  defeat  any  person  in  his  attempt  to  secure  his  election 
to  Congress? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  has  been  charged  here  by  Mr.  Lilley,  and  this  is  his  lan- 
guage :  "  That  it  can  be  shown  upon  investigation  that  certain  rep- 
resentatives of  the  leading  newspapers  have  been  subsidized  and 
paid  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  for  favorable  newspaper  articles 
and  reports  in  favor  of  said  company."  Have  you  any  knowledge 
upon  that  point? — A.  No  personal  knowledge,  only  what  I  have  read 
in  the  testimony  before  the  committee. 

Q.  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  such  action  on  the  part  of  any 
other  torpedo  boat  companv  ? — A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Or  any  activity  on  the  part  of  any  torpedo  boat  company  to 
secure  the  publication  of  newspaper  or  magazine  articles  favorable 
to  its  boats  or  unfavorable  to  the  boats  of  any  other  companv? — A 
I  can  only  speak  for  mv  own  company.  We  have  always  published 
such  matter  as  we  thought  was  pertinent  to  the  subject  of  submarines, 
whereby  people  could  be  enlightened  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  our 
type  of  boat. 

Q.  You  have  not  considered  it  improper  to  state  in  newspaper 
and  magazine  articles  the  merits  of  your  boat? — A.  No,  .sir. 

Q.  Or  if  in  any  particulars  the  other  boat  was  inferior,  you 
have  not  hesitated  to  say  so? — A.  We  have  not  hesitated  to  give  the 
facts  as  we  understood  them  as  to  the  merits  or  demerits  of  any 
type  of  submarine. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  Elec- 
tric Boat  Company  or  it?  officers  or  of  the  Holland  Boat  Company 
or  its  officers  in  connection  with  either  the  securing  of  legislation  by 
Congress  or  contract?  from  the  Navy  Department? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him? — A.  I  met  Mr.  Lilley  twice 
only.  The  first  time  was  an  introduction,  and  I  don't  remember— 
it  was  sometime  after  I  arrived  in  the  country  this  last  time. 

Q.  And  that  was  when? — A.  I  should  imagine  sometime  in  Jan- 
uary or  February  this  year.  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  was  in  Jan- 
uary. 

Q.  What  was  the  subject  of  the  interview  at  that  time? — A.  We 
had  no  interview  at  that  time.  It  was  simply  an  introduction  in  the 
Secretary's  office.  Mr.  Lilley  hacTbeen  in  to  see  the  Secretary,  and 
I  was  introduced  to  him  when  he  came  out, 

Q.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  ? — A.  Yes.  sir. 
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Q.  By  whom  were  you  introduced? — A.  I  don't  remember  that. 
I  was  in  the  outside  office.  I  was  not  in  the  Secretary's  office  at  all. 
He  came  out  and  I  was  introduced  to  him. 

Q.  What  was  the  purpose  of  your  call  at  the  Department? — A.  We 
were  negotiating  at  that  time  with  the  Navy  Department  in  trying 
to  secure  a  contract. 

Q.  Did  vou  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Lilley  upon  that  sub- 
ject \ — A.  1  do  not  recall  it.  I  do  not  think  we  had  any  conversation 
at  all.    I  think  it  was  merely  an  introduction. 

Q.  When  did  you  afterwards  meet  him? — A.  Afterwards  I  called 
on  Mr.  Lilley  at  New  Haven.  After  I  learned  that  this  exclusive 
provision  had  passed  the  Naval  Committee,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  had  been  for  many  years  trying  to  secure  a  business  and  finally 
had  got  one  contract  on  what  we  considered  rather  harsh  conditions, 
in  view  of  the  development  of  the  submarine  abroad,  and  in  view  of 
our  previous  efforts  here  in  this  country  to  secure  favorable  considera- 
tion for  our  boats,  I  learned,  much  to  my  surprise,  that  this  year's 
appropriation,  as  passed  the  Naval  Committee,  continued  the  ex- 
clusive legislation  which  has  existed  for  so  manv  years  practically, 
and  that  we  would  be  cut  out.  We  had  just  made  a  contract  which 
called  on  us  for  some  further  expenditure  of  some  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  to  show  the  merits  of  our  type  to  the  United 
States  Government,  and  naturally  I  felt  very  much  disappointed, 
and  I  tried  to  gee  Mr.  Lilley  in  Washington,  as  he  was  a  member  oi 
the  Naval  Committee.  I  wanted  to  get  a  confirmation.  And  I  found 
that  he  had  gone  to  Connecticut.  I  tried  to  reach  him  at  Waterbury, 
but  he  was  busy  and  I  was  not  p-ble  to  see  him.  He  stated  he  would 
be  up  in  New  Haven  the  following  day.  I  called  on  him  and  asked 
him  if  it  was  a  fact  that  the  Naval  Committee  had  passed  such  an 
exclusive  or  made  such  an  exclusive  provision,  and  he  admitted  that 
it  was.  Well,  I  said,  that  being  the  case,  if  it  passes  the  House  and 
Senate,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  very  foolish  for  the  Lake 
Boat  Company  to  further  continue  efforts  for  recognition  in  the 
United  States.*  That  was  about  the  substance  of  the  conversation. 
I  believe  I  asked  him  if  he  thought  it  would  pass  the  House.  I 
think  he  gave  rather  a  noncommittal  reply.  In  fact,  I  got  very  little 
satisfaction  from  him  from  my  point  of  view  in  the  conversation. 

Q.  What  date  was  that  interview  with  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  do  not 
know  that  I  have  the  date.  I  may  have,  because  I  learned  at  the 
Hotel  Willard  where  he  was  to  be. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  learn? — A.  From  Mrs.  Lilley.  I  sent  my 
card  up  a  couple  of  times,  and  Mrs.  Lilley  told  me  he  was  going  to 
Connecticut  and  told  me  where  I  would  be  likely  to  reach  him. 

Q.  Where  did  you  reach  him? — A.  I  reached  him  eventually  at 
N<  r  Haven. 

}.  At  what  point  in  New  Haven  ? — A.  I  am  trying  to  think — the 
N<  w  Haven  House. 

I.  A  hotel  by  that  name  ? — A.  A  hotel ;  I  am  not  sure.  I  made  a 
m<  norandum  at  the  time  [referring  to  memorandum].  This  is  a 
m<  rnorandum  made  at  that  time.  "  Wallingford,  Saturday  night. 
W  terbury,  until  then.     New  Haven,  Monday  and  Tuesday." 

t  What  date? — A.  It  does  not  give  any  date. 
(.  Can  you  state  what  date  it  was? — A.  No,  sir;  I  can  not.    My 
re  Election  of  dates  is  very  bad  indeed.    My  facts  I  am  pretty  sure  of. 
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Q.  Was  it  this  month  of  April  ? — A.  It  was,  I  think,  immediately 
after  the  Naval  Committee  had  acted ;  it  was  probably  the  Saturday 
following  the  action  of  the  Naval  Committee. 

Q.  After  the  vote  of  the  Naval  Committee  on  the  submarine  ap- 
propriation?—A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  learn  of  the  action  of  the  Naval  Committee? — A. 
Mr.  Neff  informed  me,  and  I  had  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  show  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  ? — A.  No ;  I  do  not  think  Mr. 
Lilley  was  aware  I  had  a  copy. 

Q.  Had  his  resolution  calling  for  an  investigation  been  offered  at 
that  time  or  not? — A.  Oh,  no;  no.  The  resolution,  I  think,  followed 
quite  a  little  time  after  that.  I  know  that  I  felt  rather  disappointed 
at  what  I  considered  Mr.  Lilley *s  lukewarmness  to  one  of  his  con- 
stitutents,  as  we  considered  ourselves  one  of  his  constituents,  and  I 
immediately  came  down  and  made  a  provision  to  start  a  propaganda 
of  my  own  to  see  if  I  could  not  educate  the  Members  of  Congress  up 
to  the  point  of  recognizing  the  merits  of  the  Lake  type  of  boat. 

Q.  What  sort  of  a  propaganda  did  you  institute? — A.  First,  we 
sent  out  a  number  of  catalogues  that  I  had  prepared — I  presume  all 
vou  gentlemen  have  received  them — called  "Submarine  Torpedo 
Boats."  I  think  the  next  thing  was  these  postal  cards.  That  came 
about  in  this  way :  I  was  at  Bridgeport,  in  the  Algonquin  Club,  talk- 
ing over  the  difficulties  of  getting  the  merits  of  our  type  of  boat  before 
people,  and  the  Members  of  Congress,  and  the  Senate,  and  the  naval 
officers,  and  I  think  one  of  our  directors,  Captain  Wallace,  or  it  may 
have  been  Mr.  Foster,  our  counsel,  we  were  talking  the  matter  over 
there,  and  he  recited  the  circumstances  about  some  kind  of  an  exhibi- 
tion, with  a  card — the  old  home,  I  think  it  was,  in  Bridgeport — and 
that  one  of  the  men  there  had  started  sending  out  postal  cards,  one  after 
the  other,  to  call  attention  of  the  different  people  that  they  wanted 
to  interest  in  the  old-home  week  at  Bridgeport,  and  that  day  by  day 
he  sent  one  card  out  and  followed  it  up  the  next  day,  so  as  to  keep  it 
continually  before  the  mind,  and  I  thought  that  it  might  be  a  good 
idea  to  adopt  that  method,  and  it  occurred  to  me  that  in  that  way  we 
would  be  able  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  Members  of  Congress  the 
fact  that  all  important  foreign  governments  were  to-day  ouilding 
boats  of  what  is  generally  considered  the  Lake  even-keel  type,  the 
type  of  boats  that  I  introduced  to  this  Government  in  1893. " 

Q.  Why  did  not  you  sign  your  name  or  the  name  of  your  company 
to  these  cards? — A.  It  was  not  at  all  necessary.  Anyone  who  reads 
would  know  it  was  from  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Why  was  it  mailed  from  New  \ork  instead  of  Bridgeport?— 
A.  For  the  purpose  of  getting  them  out  as  quickly  as  possible.  At 
that  time  I  expected  the  naval  bill  would  come  up  at  anv  moment. 
I  did  not  have  the  material  with  me.  I  knew  that  Mr.  Skerrett  in 
New  York  had  it.  He  has  been  collecting  material  having  to  do  with 
submarines  I  know  for  a  great  many  years ;  in  fact,  I  think  he  is 
collecting  material  with  the  idea  of  publishing  a  book. 

Q.  What  material  did  he  have? — A.  I  knew  that  he  had  photo- 
graphs of  these  foreign  boats,  and  I  did  not  have  them.  I  have  copies 
of  them  in  London,  but  they  were  not  available.  I  knew  that  he  had 
certain  opinions  among  his  data  which  he  has  been  collecting  for 
years — opinions  of  high  foreign  officers  in  regard  to  the  merits  of 
the  different  types  of  submarines — and  I  think  I  immediately  went  to 
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the  phone  right  there  in  the  club,  if  not,  very  shortly  afterwards, 
at  least,  and  called  him  up  and  gave  him  an  outline  of  what  I  wanted 
him  to  do. 

Q.  Who  prepared  the  text  and  printed  matter  that  was  on  the 
postal  cards? — A.  I  had  two  or  three  conversations  with  him  over 
the  phone  in  regard  to  that.  I  wrote  out  a  rough  draft  and  then 
read  it  to  him.  so  that  he  would  get  the  general  idea,  and  I  had  in 
my  mind  the  opinions  expressed  in  Suter's  book,  etc.,  and  I  told  him 
I  wanted  him  to  start  in  with  the  A8,  which  is  very  similar  to  the 
Octopus  in  this  country,  a  type  of  boat  which,  like  all  the  earlier 
diving  types  of  boats,  lacked  stability  to  such  a  great  extent  that  while 
running  on  the  surface  with  considerable  reserve  buoyancy  she  might 
unexpectedly  dive  and  drown  her  entire  crew.  To  start  up  with 
that  boat  and  follow  it  up  by  showing  the  fact  that  the  British  Gov- 
ernment  

Q.  Did  you  prepare  this  text  or  who  did? — A.  I  simply  read  off 
to  him  this  rough  sketch,  and  then  left  it  to  him  very  largely.  He 
used  his  own  judgment,  simply  following  out  my  general  instructions. 

Q.  You  gave  him  the  general  idea,  and  he  prepared  the  text  ? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  haste  about  that  first  postal  card  which  lead  to 
your  telling  it  to  him  over  the  phone;  why  not  write  to  him? — A. 
The  naval  oill.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  they  had  passed  the  pro- 
vision. I  was  expecting  it  to  come  up  at  almost  any  minute.  I  was 
in  Bridgeport,  I  think;  in  fact,  I  know  I  was  in  Bridgeport,  because 
I  remember  the  circumstance  of  discussing  it  at  the  club,  and  I 
wanted  him  to  get  them  out  as  quickly  as  possible  and  send  them  out 
to  the  Members.  That  is  my  recollection  of  it,  so  they  would  receive 
them  before  the  matter  would  come  up  before  Congress  for  voting. 

Q.  How  long  before  the  first  one  was  sent  was  it;  how  long  was 
it  prior  to  that  that  you  had  instructed  him  to  prepare  the  postal 
cards? — A.  I  think  some  time,  because  I  know  I  was  rather  disap- 
pointed that  he  did  not  get  them  out  sooner.  I  think  the  second  time 
had  been  sent  out,  and  then  I  heard  of  Mr.  Lilley's  resolution,  and 
then  I  stopped  it.    I  said,  "  Look  here,  that  is  interfering  with  my 

Slans,  and  I  think  we  had  better  haul  off  a  while,  because  it  will  l>e 
ead  matter :  if  they  do  not  take  any  action,  I  think  it  will  probably 
be  dead  matter,  and  the  Members  will  forget  all  about  it  when  it 
comes  up  to  vote."  And  they  were  simply  kept  in  abeyance  until  the 
naval  bill  was  reported. 

Q.  You  sent  one  out  after  you  noticed  the  resolution? — A.  Yes; 
but  1  did  not  know  that  he  had  introduced  his  resolution. 

Q.  You  sent  out  one  a  couple  of  days  after  that? — A.  Mr.  Skerrett 
had  instructions  to  send  them  out  as  rapidly  as  they  were  prepared, 
and  I  think  there  was  one  sent  out  after  the  resolution  was  intro- 
duced. 

Q.  That  was  sent  in  the  evening  after  he  had  introduced  his  reso- 
lution in  the  morning. — A.  I  stopped  it  as  soon  as  I  learned  of  it 

Q.  He  says  he  called  you  up  by  telephone  the  same  day  and  said 
he  had  mailed  it.  You  did  not  stop  him  so  soon  but  that  he  mailed 
another  the  next  day  ? — A.  I  think  he  must  have  been  referring  to  the 
second  one. 

Q.  The  first  one  was  the  one  he  was  asked  about  particularly. — 
A.  I  think  he  left  that  matter  with  his  secretary,  or  typewriter. 
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Q.  He  says  that  he  called  you  up  as  soon  as  he  mailed  the  first  one 
and  told  you. — A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he  called  me  or  I  called 
him.  But  I  know  that  as  soon  as  I  learned  of  this  resolution  I 
decided  to  stop  the  sending  of  the  cards.  If  he  states  that  he  called 
me  in  regard  to  it,  that  is  probably  correct,  because  I  was  surprised 
at  his  remarkable  memory  in  regard  to  details,  which  I  do  not  claim 
to  have. 

Q.  Mr.  Skerrett  testified  that  while  abroad  he  received  certain 
papers  containing  certain  information  from  the  Navy  Department?— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  papers  that  you  forwarded  to  him?— 
A.  They  were  sent  to  me.  You  are  referring  now,  I  presume,  to 
these  papers  which  he  had  afterwards  published. 

Q.  The  papers  from  the  Naval  Department  which  are  considered 
of  a  secret  nature  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  had  refused  to  give  them  to  Con- 
gress in  response  to  a  resolution. — A.  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
that.  I  say  I  had  been  abroad  for  the  past  four  years.  Those  papers 
came  to  me.  They  came  to  me  from  our  Bridgeport  office.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  the  party  who  was  in  charge  here,  Mr.  Baker, 
sent  them  to  me  at  Berlin. 

Q.  You  were  in  Berlin,  were  you  ? — A.  I  was  in  Berlin,  and  there 
was  nothing  that  I  considered  especially  secret  about  them.  They 
were  not  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  boats. 

Q.  Who  is  Mr.  Baker? — A.  Mr.  Baker  is  one  of  our  engineers. 

Q.  Is  he  still  there? — A.  He  is  in  London  at  the  present  time.  He 
is  in  charge  of  our  London  office. 

Q.  You  received  them  in  Berlin?  Any  letter  with  th'em? — A.  Yes. 
I  do  not  remember  anything  about  it  except  this  comment:  "You 
will  be  interested  in  finding — in  learning  that  Captain  Taylor's  ex- 
periments bear  out  the  result  of  your  own  investigations  in  regard  to 
the  best  form  of  submarine  boat — that  is,  the  safest  form  of  subma- 
rine boat"    That  is,  in  substance,  all  I  recollect. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  them  ? — A.  Mr.  Skerritt  says  they  came 
over  to  his  office  by  messenger.  I  presume  he  refers  to  our  office  boy. 
He  probably  picked  them  up  on  my  desk  and  took  them  over  to  Mr. 
Skerritt,  who  had  charge  of  our  general  department  where  we  collect 
all  information  possible  in  regard  to  submarines. 

Q.  Did  the  office  boy  generally  pick  up  papers  in  your  office  and 
carry  them  to  Mr.  Skerritt  without  instructions? — A.  Anything  in 
regard  to  that.  Anything  that  would  apply  to  his  particular  depart- 
ment he  would.  I  had  entirely  forgotten  the  circumstance  until  I 
learned  that  it  had  been  published,  and  the  result  was  a  disagreement 
between  Mr.  Skerritt  and  myself  in  regard  to  the  matter,  and  that  is 
the  thing  which  really  led  to  his  resignation  from  the  company.  I 
was  very  much 

Q.  That  was  the  fault  of  the  office  boy  wasn't  it?  You  ought  to 
have  discharged  the  office  boy. — A.  I  did  not  consider  it  was  a  proper 
thing  to  publish.  Not  because  I  considered  it  especially  secret,  but 
I  did  not  consider  it  proper  for  one  person  to  publish  the  results  of 
another  man's  scientific  investigations.  I  considered  if  Captain  Tay- 
lor wished  to  give  that  information  to  the  public  he  was  entitled  to 
give  it  over  his  own  name.    It  is  very  common  for  officials  having  to 
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do  with  experimental  basins,  such  as  Captain  Taylor  has,  to  give  that 
information  out  to  the  scientific  world. 

Q.  Then  Mr.  Skerritt's  statement  as  to  his  retirement  from  your 
company  being  voluntary  because  he  did  not  like  to  live  abroad  any 
longer,  that  is  not  entirely  accurate  ? — A.  Well,  that  I  presume  was 
partly  the  case.  Becoming  rather  dissatisfied  there  as  well,  but  I 
think  we  had  the  discussion  of  this  matter  in  London,  after  I  had  re- 
tained, after  learning  that  it  had  been  published.  I  have  not  read 
the  article. 

Q.  Did  you  discharge  him  ? — A.  No :  I  did  not  discharge  him.  I 
said  we  had  rather  a  warm  discussion  in  regard  to  the  matter.  I  went 
to  St.  Petersburg.  I  received  that  notification  in  St.  Petersburg  that 
he  would  resign  at  the  expiration  of  his  year. 

Q.  But  you  are  still  on  pretty  good  terms? — A.  We  are  at  the 
present  time,  but  for  a  matter  of  a  couple  of  months  I  think  we  were 
on  rather  unfriendly  terms. 

Q.  When  did  you  get  on  friendly  terms  again? — A.  I  think  pre- 
vious. He  remained  with  the  company  some  months  after  that.  He 
fid  not  leave  until  the  expiration  of  his  year,  which  was  the  12th  of 
November.  I  think,  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  this  state  of  things 
arose  after  my  return  from  my  visit  to  the  States. 

Q.  He  remained  with  you  until  the  end  of  the  year? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  you  would  still  call  on  him  whenever  you  wanted  anything 
in  his  line? — A.  Yes;  knowing  he  has  the  data,  I  do  not  hesitate  to 
call  on  him  for  any  information  I  want. 

Q.  Where  did  he  say  these  reports  came  from  ?  How  did  they  come 
to  your  office  in  Bridgeport  from  Mr.  Baker? — A.  I  have  no  knowl- 
edge in  regard  to  that.  Mr.  Baker  was  formerly  in  the  Navy  De- 
rirtment,  and  he  had  been  there  for  some  years,  but  how  he  got  them 
do  not  know  anything  about. 

Q.  He  was  in  Berlin! — A.  No ;  he  was  in  Bridgeport.  Mr.  Baker 
was  in  Bridgeport  at  the  time  they  had  this  test. 

Q.  Had  Baker  been  in  the  Navy  Department? — A.  Oh,  yes;  for  a 
year  or  two. 

Q.  When  did  he  leave  the  Navy  Department? — A.  He  came  with 
us— this  is  only  approximately  now,  because  it  is  coming  to  the  ques- 
tion of  dates — I  think  he  came  with  us  perhaps  some  time  early  in 
1905;  it  may  have  been  1906. 

Q.  Came  from  the  Navy  Department  direct  to  your  company? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  Who  employed  him? — A,  Mr.  Peacock,  our  chief  constructor, 
employed  him.  He  had  been  .with  Mr.  Peacock  in  the  Columbian  Iron 
Works,  and  I  think  also  some  other  shipyards. 

Q.  What  pay  did  he  get  from  your  company? — A.  We  paid  him 
$3,500  a  year. 

Q.  What  were  his  duties? — A.  He  was  in  charge  of  the  construc- 
tion work  at  Newport  News.  Mr.  Peacock  went  abroad  to  continue 
the  construction  of  boats  which  we  were  building  there,  and  he  rec- 
ommended that  Mr.  Baker  take  his  place. 

Q.  What  department  of  the  Navy  did  he  come  from? — A.  The 
Bureau  of  Construction,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  he  while  in  the  Navy  furnish  your  company  with  papers — 
copies  of  papers? — A.  No;  that  is  the  only  communication  that  I  ever 
remember  receiving  from  him. 
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.  to  the  credit  of  it.    There  is  hardly  a  meeting  of 

,val  Architects  but  what  some  information  of  that 

;  lally  to  the  public  for  the  benefit  of  all  shipbuilders, 

2  you  suppose  Mr.  Baker  would  get  those  papers? — 

—  flea. 

~  arty  engaged  in  the  construction  of  boats A.  I 

—  I  have  a  theory. 

—  r  theory? — A.  My  theory  is  that  Mr.  Baker  was 
re  in  the  Navy  Department  for  I  don't  know  how 
i  at  one  time  held  a  commission.  He  was  in  the 
and  held  a  commission ;  I  believe  he  was  an  engi- 
monitors  and  went  out  to  Manila.    He  was  taken 

th  some  kind  of  a  fever,  and  I  simply  think  that 
.umber  of  friends  down  here  that  thought  he  would 
eceiving  that  information,  because  it  bore  out  the 

be  his  friends,  probably? — A.  I  have  not  the  least 

;  be  taking  papers  from  the  secret  files  of  the  Navy 

I  have  not  the  least  idea.    I  do  not  know  that 

As  I  say,  it  was  simply  a  scientific  subject,  and  I 

Teat  harm  in  publishing  them.    They  were  simply 

>wing  the  tendency  of  the  boat  to  dive  by  the  head, 

t  interesting:  to  get  onto  those  curves,  wasn't  it? — 
'.  iteresting.  The  principal  interest  to  me  was  that 
• :  the  same  conclusions  that  I  had,  and  the  super- 
'  is  one  of  the  features  of  our  type  of  boats,  is  the 

in  to  say  that  there  was  somebody  in  the  Navy  De- 
I  been  supplying  information  in  which  they  thought 
•  or  the  Lake  Boat  Company  would  be  interested  ? — 
i,  my  theory  is  that  some  oJE  his  friends  simply  sent 
;  nking  that  he  would  be  interested  in  the  result  of 

•  periments.    That  is  practically  what  they  were 

;  that  he  was  employed  by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
.    presume  they  must  have. 

;  erest  in  those  experiments  would  flow  from  his  in- 
•i  3  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ? — A  They  were  Govern- 
;  3  made,  I  understand,  on  an  experimental  basis  as 
'}  i  purpose,  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  certain  experi- 
,  tent  of  shipbuilders  at  large. 

t  in  the  question  arose  from  the  fact  that  he  was 

e  Lake  Torpedo   Boat   Company? — A.  Submarine 

1  arere  hoping  to  build  submarine  boats  for  the  United 

i  ait,  and  it  was  something  developed  by  the  United 

\\  nt,  I  presume  his  friends,  if  such  they  were,  thought 

•  entitled  to  them  as  anyone  else. 

*w  anyone  else  that  got  them  ? — A.  I  do  not. 

&w  who  his  friends  are  in  the  Navy  Department  ? — 

angle  friend  or  acquaintance  of  his 

what  else  is  there  in  this  propaganda  to  which  you 

postal  cards  and  the  articles  in  the  Scientific  Ameri- 
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Q.  I  mean  while  he  was  in  the  Navy  Department? — A.  Oh,  no; 
never.  I  knew  Mr.  Baker  years  ago.  He  was  at  the  Columbian  Iron 
Works  when  I  was  building  my  first  boat,  the  Argonaut,  there  in  1896. 
I  knew  Mr.  Baker  there,  and  I  had  not  seen  him  from  that  time  until 
he  came  down  to  Newport  News. 

Q.  Did  he  come  down  to  seek  employment  in  your  company? — A. 
No;  Mr.  Peacock  communicated  with  him. 

Q.  Had  Mr.  Peacock  ever  been  in  the  Navy? — A.  No. 

Q.  Where  is  Mr.  Peacock? — A.  Mr.  Peacock  is  in  Bridgeport  at 
the  present  time. 

Q.  What  are  his  initials  ? — A.  Edward  L. 

Q.  He  is  still  in  the  employ  of  the  company? — A.  Yes,  sir;  he  is 
our  chief  constructor.  Mr.  Peacock  was  in  St.  Petersburg,  I  think, 
at  the  time  these  paper?  were  received  in  Berlin.  I  doubt  if  he 
knows  anything  at  all  about  it.  1  am  mistaken  about  that,  because 
1  remember  now  that  when  he  returned  to  Berlin  I  called  his  atten- 
tion to  these  papers. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  pay  Mr.  Baker  received  while  he  was  in  the 
Navy? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  What  are  his  initials  ? — A.  Frederick,  I  think. 

Q.  Is  he  now  at  Bridgeport '( — A.  No;  he  is  in  London  at  the  pres- 
ent time. 

Q.  At  Bridgeport  his  work  was A.  He    was    constructor    in 

charge  in  this  country. 

Q.  He  was  not  in  charge  of  the  correspondence  or  the  keeping  of 
the  books  of  the  company  in  any  way  was  he  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  a  little  peculiar  that  he  should  forward  the  papers 
to  you  from  the  Navy  Department  to  your  company? — A.  These 
were  purely  technical  papers  that  would  not  go  to  the  bookkeeping 
department  at  all. 

Q.  You  say  you  received  that  from  Mr.  Baker,  accompanied  by  a 
letter? — A.  I  am  under  the  impression  it  was  from  Mr.  Baker;  I 
won't  be  sure  about  that. 

Q.  From  somebody  at  Bridgeport? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  it  was 
Mr.  Baker. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Skerrett  stated,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  they  were 
forwarded  from  Bridgeport  direct  to  him,  and  he  received  them  in  an 
envelope  without  any  indication  as  to  where  they  came  from. — A.  I 
think  he  was  referring  to  some  other  information  which  he  received; 
not  to  these  papers  which  I  have  referred  to. 

Q.  No;  he  was  referring  to  these  papers  from  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment— A.  My  recollection  of  his  testimony  is  different  from  that 
I  think  he  stated  that  he  received  these  papers  from  me,  that  I  had 
sent  them  over  in  the  usual  course,  referring  to  Captain  Taylor's 
paDers.     Perhaps  we  are  referring  to  two  different  things. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  bv  Captain  Taylor's  papers? — A.  They 
were  the  papers  that  we  hacl  the  disagreement  about,  showing  the 
different  models  which  were  treated  here  on  an  experimental  basis. 

Q.  They  were  the  papers  that  the  Navy  Department  had  refused 
to  give  out? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  they  had  ever  been  asked  for; 
I  do  not  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  They  were  the  ones,  at  all  events,  that  you  thought  ought  not  to 
be  printed  ? — A.  On  the  ground  that  they  had  been  Captain  Taylor's 
own  work  and  that  if  they  were  to  be  given  to  the  public  that  he 


HBAMNGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288.  1067 

should  be  entitled  to  the  credit  of  it.  There  is  hardly  a  meeting  of 
the  Society  of  Naval  Architects  but  what  some  information  of  that 
kind  is  given  formally  to  the  public  for  the  benefit  of  all  shipbuilders, 
etc. 

Q.  And  how  do  vou  suppose  Mr.  Baker  would  get  those  papers? — 
A.  I  haven't  any  idea. 

Q.  He  being  a  party  engaged  in  the  construction  of  boats A.  I 

havent'  any  idea.    I  have  a  theory. 

Q.  What  is  your  theory? — A.  My  theory  is  that  Mr.  Baker  was 
employed  down  here  in  the  Navy  Department  for  I  don't  know  how 
long. '  I  believe  he  at  one  time  held  a  commission.  He  was  in  the 
war,  Spanish  war,  and  held  a  commission ;  I  believe  he  was  an  engi- 
neer on  one  of  the  monitors  and  went  out  to  Manila.  He  was  taken 
very  sick  there  with  some  kind  of  a  fever,  and  I  simply  think  that 

Crhaps  he  has  a  number  of  friends  down  here  that  thought  he  would 
interested  in  receiving  that  information,  because  it  bore  out  the 

fact 

Q.  Who  would  be  his  friends,  probably? — A.  I  have  not  the  least 
ide&. 

Q.  Who  would  be  taking  papers  from  the  secret  files  of  the  Navy 
Department? — A.  I  have  not  the  least  idea.  I  do  not  know  that 
they  were  secret.  As  I  say,  it  was  simply  a  scientific  subject,  and  I 
can  not  see  any  great  harm  in  publishing  them.  They  were  simply 
certain  curves  showing  the  tendency  of  the  boat  to  dive  by  the  head, 
etc. 

Q.  It  was  rather  interesting  to  get  onto  those  curves,  wasn't  it? — 
A.  It  was  very  interesting.  The  principal  interest  to  me  was  that 
he  had  arrived  at  the  same  conclusions  that  I  had,  and  the  super- 
structure, which  is  one  of  the  features  of  our  type  of  boats,  is  the 
I  advantage. 

|  Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  was  somebody  in  the  Navy  De- 
partment who  had  been  supplying  information  in  which  they  thought 
you  or  Mr.  Baker  or  the  Lake  Boat  Company  would  be  interested? — 
A-  As  I  have  said,  my  theory  is  that  some  of  his  friends  simply  sent 
them  to  him,  thinking  that  he  would  be  interested  in  the  result  of 
these  scientific  experiments.    That  is  practically  what  they  were 

Q.  They  knew  that  he  was  employed  by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company? — A.  I  presume  they  must  have. 

Q.  And  his  interest  in  those  experiments  would  flow  from  his  in- 
terest in  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ? — A  They  were  Govern- 
ment experiments  made,  I  understand,  on  an  experimental  basis  as 
provided  for  that  purpose,  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  certain  experi- 
ments for  the  benefit  of  shipbuilders  at  large. 

Q.  His  interest  in  the  question  arose  from  the  fact  that  he  was 
building  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Submarine 
hoc  s  and  as  we  were  hoping  to  build  submarine  boats  for  the  United 
Sti  tes  Government,  and  it  was  something  developed  by  the  United 
Sti  tes  Government,  I  presume  his  friends,  if  such  they  were,  thought 
we  Tere  as  much  entitled  to  them  as  anyone  else. 
(  Do  you  know  anyone  else  that  got  the^^A.  I  do  not. 
(  .  Do  you  know  who  his  friends  are  in  Nyy  Department? — 

I  d    not  know  a  single  friend  or  acquaint  ? 

(  .  Mr.  Lake,  what  else  is  there  in  th;  ,^a  to  which  you 

rei  -  except  the  postal  cards  and  the  ar'  ientific  Ameri- 
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Q.  I  mean  while  he  was  in  the  Navy  Department? — A.  Oh,  no; 
never.  I  knew  Mr.  Baker  years  ago.  He  was  at  the  Columbian  Iron 
Works  when  I  was  building  my  first  boat,  the  Argonaut,  there  in  1896. 
I  knew  Mr.  Baker  there,  and  1  had  not  seen  him  from  that  time  until 
he  came  down  to  Newport  News. 

Q.  Did  he  come  down  to  seek  employment  in  your  company? — A, 
No ;  Mr.  Peacock  communicated  with  him. 

Q.  Had  Mr.  Peacock  ever  been  in  the  Navy? — A.  No. 

Q.  Where  is  Mr.  Peacock? — A.  Mr.  Peacock  is  in  Bridgeport  at 
the  present  time. 

Q.  What  are  his  initials? — A.  Edward  L. 

Q.  He  is  still  in  the  employ  of  the  company? — A.  Yes,  sir;  he  is 
our  chief  constructor.  Mr.  Peacock  was  in  St.  Petersburg,  I  think, 
at  the  time  these  papers  were  received  in  Berlin.  I  doubt  if  he 
knows  anything  at  all  about  it.  I  am  mistaken  about  that,  because 
I  remember  now  that  when  he  returned  to  Berlin  I  called  his  atten- 
tion to  these  papers. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  pay  Mr.  Baker  received  while  he  was  in  the 
Navy? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  What  are  his  initials  ? — A.  Frederick,  I  think. 

Q.  Is  he  now  at  Bridgeport ■'( — A.  No;  he  is  in  London  at  the  pres- 
ent time. 

Q.  At  Bridgeport  his  work  was A.  He    was    constructor   in 

charge  in  this  country. 

Q.  He  was  not  in  charge  of  the  correspondence  or  the  keeping  of 
the  books  of  the  company  in  any  way  was  he  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  a  little  peculiar  that  he  should  forward  the  papers 
to  you  from  the  Navy  Department  to  your  company? — A.  These 
were  purely  technical  papers  that  would  not  go  to  the  bookkeeping 
department  at  all. 

Q.  You  say  you  received  that  from  Mr.  Baker,  accompanied  by  a 
letter? — A.  I  am  under  the  impression  it  was  from  Mr.  Baker;  I 
won't  be  sure  about  that. 

Q.  From  somebody  at  Bridgeport? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  it  was 
Mr.  Baker. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Skerrett  stated,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  they  were 
forwarded  from  Bridgeport  direct  to  him,  and  he  received  them  in  an 
envelope  without  any  indication  as  to  where  they  came  from. — A.  I 
think  he  was  referring  to  some  other  information  which  he  received; 
not  to  these  papers  which  I  have  referred  to. 

Q.  No;  he  was  referring  to  these  papers  from  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment.— A.  My  recollection  of  his  testimony  is  different  m>m  that 
I  think  he  stated  that  he  received  these  papers  from  me,  that  I  had 
sent  them  over  in  the  usual  course,  referring  to  Captain  Taylor's 
paDers.     Perhaps  we  are  referring  to  two  different  things. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  bv  Captain  Taylor's  papers? — A.  They 
were  the  papers" that  we  had  the  disagreement  about,  showing  the 
different  models  which  were  treated  here  on  an  experimental  basis. 

Q.  They  were  the  papers  that  the  Navy  Department  had  refused 
to  give  out? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  they  had  ever  been  asked  for; 
I  do  not  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  They  were  the  ones,  at  all  events,  that  you  thought  ought  not  to 
be  printed  ? — A.  On  the  ground  that  they  had  been  Captain  Taylor's 
own  work  and  that  if  they  were  to  be  given  to  the  public  that  he 
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should  be  entitled  to  the  credit  of  it.  There  is  hardly  a  meeting  of 
the  Society  of  Naval  Architects  but  what  some  information  of  that 
kind  is  given  formally  to  the  public  for  the  benefit  of  all  shipbuilders, 
etc 

Q.  And  how  do  you  suppose  Mr.  Baker  would  get  those  papers? — 
A  I  haven't  any  idea. 

Q.  He  being  a  party  engaged  in  the  construction  of  boats A.  I 

ha  vent'  any  idea.    I  have  a  theory. 

Q.  What  is  your  theory? — A.  My  theory  is  that  Mr.  Baker  was 
employed  down  here  in  tlie  Navy  Department  for  I  don't  know  how 
long.  I  believe  he  at  one  time  held  a  commission.  He  was  in  the 
war,  Spanish  war,  and  held  a  commission ;  I  believe  he  was  an  engi- 
jneer  on  one  of  the  monitors  and  went  out  to  Manila.  He  was  taken 
jvery  sick  there  with  some  kind  of  a  fever,  and  I  simply  think  that 
[perhaps  he  has  a  number  of  friends  down  here  that  thought  he  would 
lie  interested  in  receiving  that  information,  because  it  bore  out  the 

fact 

Q.  Who  would  be  his  friends,  probably  ? — A.  I  have  not  the  least 
idea. 

I  Q.  Who  would  be  taking  papers  from  the  secret  files  of  the  Navy 
Department? — A.  I  have  not  the  least  idea.  I  do  not  know  that 
they  were  secret.  As  I  say,  it  was  simply  a  scientific  subject,  and  I 
can  not  see  any  great  harm  in  publishing  them.  They  were  simply 
certain  curves  showing  the  tendency  of  the  boat  to  dive  by  the  head, 
etc. 

Q.  It  was  rather  interesting  to  get  onto  those  curves,  wasn't  it? — 
A  It  was  very  interesting.  The  principal  interest  to  me  was  that 
he  had  arrived  at  the  same  conclusions  that  I  had,  and  the  super- 
structure, which  is  one  of  the  features  of  our  type  of  boats,  is  the 
advantage. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  was  somebody  in  the  Navy  De- 
partment who  had  been  supplying  information  in  which  they  thought 
you  or  Mr.  Baker  or  the  Lake  Boat  Company  would  be  interested  ? — 
A.  As  I  have  said,  my  theory  is  that  some  of  his  friends  simply  sent 
them  to  him,  thinking  that  he  would  be  interested  in  the  result  of 
these  scientific  experiments.    That  is  practically  what  they  were 

Q-  They  knew  that  he  was  employed  by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company? — A.  I  presume  they  must  have. 

Q.  And  his  interest  in  those  experiments  would  flow  from  his  in- 
terest in  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ? — A  They  were  Govern- 
ment experiments  made,  I  understand,  on  an  experimental  basis  as 
providea  for  that  purpose,  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  certain  experi- 
[  ments  for  the  benefit  of  shipbuilders  at  large. 

f  Q.  His  interest  in  the  question  arose  from  the  fact  that  he  was 
.  building  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Submarine 
|  boats  and  as  we  were  hoping  to  build  submarine  boats  for  the  United 
*  States  Government,  and  it  was  something  developed  by  the  United 
i  States  Government,  I  presume  his  friends,  if  such  they  were,  thought 
|  we  were  as  much  entitled  to  them  as  anyone  else. 
!      Q.  Do  you  know  anyone  else  that  got  them  ? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  his  friends  are  in  the  Navy  Department  ? — 
■  I  do  not  know  a  single  friend  or  acquaintance  of  his 
[      Q.  Mr.  Lake,  what  else  is  there  in  this  propaganda  to  which  you 
refer  except  the  postal  cards  and  the  articles  in  t&ie  Scentific  Ameri- 
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can  and  in  the  Harper's  Weekly? — A.  The  article  in  the  Harper1 
Weekly  I  do  not  know  anything  about :  I  have  never  seen  it. 

Q.  The  Scientific  Americanl — A.  The  Scientific  American  I  di 
not  know  anything  about  until  after  it  was  published. 

Q.  You  were  not  displeased  with  it? — A.  No;  I  was  not.  I  thin 
it  is  the  best  article  that  I  have  ever  read  in  regard  to  the  develop 
ment  of  submarines  in  the  United  States. 

Q.  You  had  no  unpleasantness  with  Mr.  Skerrett  about  it? — A.  I 
regard  to  that ;  no,  sir.  I  felt  after  reading  it  that  the  company  ha 
perhaps  made  a  mistake  in  accepting  his  resignation,  although  o 
course  he  could  not  have  written  that  if  he  had  been  identified  wit 
the  company.    That  is  simply  my  personal  feeling  in  the  matter. 

Q.  What  other  publications  were  there  ? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  an 
with  the  exception  of  the  last  day  or  so  we  have  sent  out  a  letter  wit 
a  circular  containing  various  naval  acts.  The  letter  was  sent  01 
over  my  signature. 

Q.  A  printed  statement? — A.  A  printed  statement  in  regard  t 
different  naval  acts. 

Q.  Who  prepared  the  statement  in  regard  to  the  naval  acts? — « 
That  statement  was  prepared  down  here.     I  do  not  know.     I  se 
the  letter  in  the  rough  from  Bridgeport  down  for  Senator  Thurston' 
revision. 

Sfenator  Thurston.  I  can  state  there,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  that  was) 
taken  from  my  brief  that  I  presented  to  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  I  have  never  received  the  statement  and  I  have  not  looked  at  it 
It  is  a  statement  of  the  legislation,  is  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  your  company  has  caused  considerable  information 
to  go  out  to  the  newspapers  of  late,  has  it  not? — A.  Our  company? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Since  this  investigation  has  started  I  have  refused  to 
be  interviewed  in  regard  to  the  matter.  I  think  I  may  perhaps  have 
given  one  very  brief  interview ;  that  is  all.  We  have  not  given  any 
information  to  tjie  papers.  Various  newspapers  have  been  sending 
their  representatives  and  I  have  been,  I  think,  consistent  in  refusing 
to  give  mformation  to  any  of  them.  I  do  not  recall  any  at  the  present 
time. 

Q.  Who  is  sending  out  the  postal  cards  now? — A.  They  are  now 
being  sent  out  from  our  Washington  office. 

Q.  Who  sends  them  out? — A.  By  Mr.  Neff  and  Mr.  Shultz,  and 
we  have  also  employed  some  girls  from  the  stenographer's  office  to 
assist. 

Q.  Who  is  Mr.  Shultz  ? — A.  Mr.  Shultz  is  my  secretary. 

Q.  What  is  his  full  name?— A.  William  H. 

Q.  Is  he  employed  here  in  Washington  or  simply  with  you  while 
you  are  here  ? — A.  No ;  he  travels  with  me  wherever  I  go. 

Q.  All  this  information  that  is  being  published  particularly  in 
Connecticut,  do  you  know  from  whom  that  comes? — A.  I  do  not  know 
anything  about  it. 

Q.  Do  you  read  the  Connecticut  papers? — A.  I  see  them  when  I 
am  home.  I  do  not  receive  any  copies  of  them  here ;  local  Bridgeport 
papers,  that  is  all. 

Q.  State  what  attorneys — we  understand  Senator  Thurston  is  your 
counsel  here — what  attorneys  are  employed  by  your  company? — A. 
The  company  has  no  other  attorney.  Oh,  yes;  I  am  mistaken — I 
mean  here  in  T^ijshington — with  reference  to  Washington.    I  think 
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Beers  A  Foster  are  our  Bridgeport  attorneys,  simply  have  to  do  with 
local  matters. 

Q«  What  are  their  full  names?— A.  Carl  Foster,  Judge  Beers;  I  do 
not  know  his  full  name. 

Q.  So  you  have  no  other  conusel? — A.  The  company  has  no  other 
counsel. 

Q.  And  no  other  counsel  in  Washington? — A.  No  other  counsel 
in  Washington. 

j    Q.  Who  has  counsel,  then,  if  the  company  has  not? — A.  I  have 
I  Mr.  Whitnev.  who  was  most  of  the  time  with  me  abroad. 
I     Q.  Mr.  F.  B.  Whitney?— A.  Mr.  F.  B.  Whitney  is,  you  might 
jmly,  my  private  counsel  in  some  other  matters  I  am  connected  with, 
liubmarine  engineering  and  mining  matters. 

Q.  He  is  the  Mr.  Whitney  mentioned  by  Mr.  Skerritt  as  the  one 

from  whom  he  received A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Whitney  received  that 

|Copy  from  me  at  Bridgeport. 

Q,  Where  did  vou  get  it? — A.  I  have  alreadv  stated  I  received 
it  from  Mr.  Neff." 

Q.  You  sent  it  to  Mr.  Whitney?— A,  Mr.  Whitney;,  I  think,  took 
:  a  copy  of  that  in  Bridgeport.  I  think  he  was  in  Bridgeport  at  the 
I  time.  My  recollection  is  not  entirely  clear  on  that. 
|  Q.  Mr.  Whitney  is  connected  with  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany, isn't  he? — A.  No;  not  in  any  way.  Mr.  Whitney  is  the  vice- 
president  of  the  Lake  Submarine  Company,  which  is  a  commer- 
jcial  enterprise  having  to  do  with  various  submarine  writing  enter- 
prises and  submarine  mining,  and  so  forth. 

\  Q.  The  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  owns  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Lake  Submarine  Company? — A.  No;  they  are  two  entirely  dis- 
tinct companies.  The  stockholders  have  no  connection  in  any  way. 
Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  Moody's  Manual"  seems 
to  imply  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  owns  the  capital 
| stock  or  are  subsidiary  companies. — A.  Yes;  that  is  not  the  Lake 
I Submarine;  it  is  not  one  of  them.  The  four  companies  referred 
I' to  are  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  of  Russia,  the  Lake  Tor- 
pedo Boat  Company  of  England,  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
,  of  Germany  ana  of  Italy. 

I     Q.  Who  is  the  president  of  those  companies? — A.  I  am  the  pres- 
I  ident  of  them  all. 

Q.  Is  Mr.  Whitney  connected  with  those  companies  in  any  way  ? — 
A.  No;  does  not  own  a  single  share  of  stock  and  is  not  associated 
or  connected  in  any  manner. 

Q.  Has  he  ever  been? — A.  At  one  time  he  was  vice-president  of 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  a  couple  of  years  ago.  I  think 
about  two  years  ago  he  resigned  his  position. 

Q.  Have  vou  any  interest  in  the  Lake  Submarine  Company  ? — A. 
Yes;  I  am  tne  president  of  that. 

Q.  The  controlling  interest  in  that  company  is  owned  by  the  same 
people  who  own  the  controlling  interest  in  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  ? — A.  The  controlling  interest  is  owned  by  the  same  people ; 
yes. 

Q.  Mr.  Whitney  is  the  president  of  that  company? — A.  Mr.  Whit- 
ney is  the  vice-president. 
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Q.  You  are  the  president? — A.  I  am  the  president.  The  business 
of  the  two  companies  is  entirely  distinct.  One  is  purely  commercial, 
and  the  other  of  course  has  to  do  only  with  Government. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  commercial  ? — A.  The  recovering  of  car- 
goes from  sunken  wrecks  and  mine  enterprises  of  various  kinds,  va- 
rious submarine  engineering  problems. 

Q.  You  do  it  with  boats  that  dive  or  submerge? — A.  Well,  that  is, 
we  control  the  right  rather.  The  Lake  Submarine  Company  con- 
trols the  right  to  use  all  of  my  inventions  relatingto  submarine  mat- 
ters in  the  commercial  field.  The  Lake  Torpedo  jBoat  Company  has 
only  the  right  to  use  my  inventions  for  Government  warfare  purposes. 
That  is  the  distinction. 

Q.  The  patents  stand  in  your  name? — A..  The  patents  stand  in  my 
name. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  half  past  2. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2.30  o'clock  p.  m.) 

AFTER  RECESS. 

The  committee  met  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess  at  2.30  o'clock 
p.  m. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Brous- 
sard. 

TESTIMONY  OF  SIMON  LAKE— Recalled. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  in  his  testimony  before  this  committee  Mr.  Lilley: 
said ;  this  is  the  language :  "  I  did  before  that  committee  propose  to? 
show  that  money  had  been  used  to  influence  and  subsidize  the  public 
press  of  the  country  in  this  matter,  and  I  did  propose  to  show  that 
money  had  been  freely  used  by  these  two  companies  in  maintaining 
an  expensive  lobby  in  the  city  of  Washington  and  in  attempting  to 
bring  influence  and  pressure  to  bear  upon  members  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee from  certain  Congressional  districts,  in  order  that  their  votes 
might  thus  be  secured  in  favor  of  these  companies'  interests."  Doj 
you  catch  that  long  question  ? — A.  I  catch  the  general  sense  of  it,  I 
think,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  show  it  to  you.  [Handing  testimony  to  witness.]  I  ask; 
you  what  you  have  to  say  as  to  that. — A.  As  far  as  we  are  concerned,! 
we  have  never  used  a  penny  to  subsidize  the  public  .press  or  to  influx 
ence  them  in  any  way.  Our  only  connection  with  the  public  press 
has  been  to  give  such  information  as  we  saw  fit  in  regard  to  our  busi- 
ness, which  has  been  principally,  in  fact,  entirely,  abroad.  We  have 
never  paid  a  penny  to  have  an  item  inserted  in  the  newspapers  (A 
the  country.  As  far  as  maintaining  a  lobby  is  concerned,  we  hava 
never  had  anyone  here  except  the  men  regularly  connected  with  our 
business,  and  have  at  the  present  time  one  man,  Mr.  Neff,  who  loots 
after  the  distribution  of  circulars  and  meets  representatives  of  for* 
eign  governments,  naval  attaches,  etc.  We  considered  it  advisable 
to  maintain  an  office  here  for  the  purpose  of  being  in  touch  with  9onrt 
of  the  representatives  of  the  foreign  governments.  And  we  hav« 
never  attempted  to  bring  any  improper  influence  upon  any  members 
of  the  Naval  Committee.    We  try  to  give  members  of  the  Naval  Com- 
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mittee,  by  sending  them  literature  in  regard  to  our  boats,  etc.,  such 
information  as  we  felt  it  was  proper  for  them  to  have,  to  enable  them 
to  form  a  proper  judgment  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  our  type  of 
boat. 

Q.  I  will  say,  Mr.  Lake,  that  I  had  reference  to  other  companies 
than  your  own  when  I  asked  you  the  question. — A.  I  know  nothing 
at  all  about  other  companies." 

Q.  There  is  one  branch  of  the  question  that  you  did  not  answer, 
jind  that  is  "  an  attempt  to  influence  and  bring  pressure  to  bear  upon 
taembers  of  the  Naval  Committee  in  certain  Congressional  districts, 
jn  order  that  their  votes  might  thus  be  secured  in  favor  of  these 
jcompanies'  interests." — A.  Personally,  I  know  nothing  of  it. 
|  Q.  As  to  your  own  company,  you  say  nothing  of  the  kind  occur- 
jted?— A.  No;  we  have  never  attempted  to  bring  improper  pressure 
po  bear  upon  Members  or  improper  influence.  We  have  not  hesi- 
tated to  advocate  our  goods  in  every  proper  way. 
,  Q.  Have  not  hesitated  to  impress  upon  members  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee, or  Members  of  Congress  the  superiority  of  your  boat? — A. 
Jxcept  by  circulars  and  writing  letters — what  I  considered  an  en- 
irely  proper  way. 

Q.  And  an  occasional  interview? — A.  I  have  been  abroad,  as  I 
»y,  for  the  last  several  years,  and  I  do  not  think  I  have  ever  had 
lersonal  interviews  with  Members  of  Congress.     Several  years  ago  I 
Lppeared  before  various  committees,  at  several  different  times. 
Q.  You  mentioned  Mr.  Whiti  ej  a  little  time  ago? — A.  Yes. 
Q.  You  said,  I  think,  that  he  is  now  in  the  employ  of  the  Lake 
Submarine  Company? — A.  He  is  vice-president  of  the  Lake  Sub- 
arine  Company.    At  the  present  time  he  is  in  my  employ  person- 
ly  aspersonal  attorney  to  look  after,  as  I  say,  the  various  inter- 
We  have  various  companies.    We  have  just  recently  made  a 
totract  abroad  on  the  coast  of  Holland  and  he  has  had  charge  of 
sparing  the  contract,  etc.,  in  connection  with  that. 
(J.  Is  £is  office  in  Washington  ? — A.  He  has  an  office  in  Washing- 
n;  yes,  sir — in  the  Munsey  Building. 

Q.  Has  he  at  any  time  been  in  the  employ  of  the  Lake  Torpedo 
oat  Company? — A.  He  was  at  one  time  the  vice-president  of  the 
iake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

— Q.  When  did  he  become  the  vice-president? — A.  That  is  a  question 
'dates  again  now.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  must  have  been — I 
a  fix  that,  I  think,  somewhere  near;  I  think  it  must  have  been  some- 
He  in  1904. 

Q.  And  what  had  he  been  doing  prior  to  that  time? — A.  Previous 
that  time  he  had  been  clerk  to  tne  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 
Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  select  him  as  the  vice-president  of  the 
at  company? — A.  I  was  called  abroad,  and  I  felt  it  was  necessary 
have  some  one  here  who  understood  legislative  matters,  and  he  had 
pressed  quite  a  little  interest  in  the  submarine  boats.  I  occasion- 
fy  went  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  to  get  information 
Ben  I  first  came  to  Washington,  in  the  interest  of  my  boat.    I  had 

>  one  to  represent  me  at  all,  didn't  have  anyone  to  represent  me 
)  until  the  time  I  went  abroad,  but  it  was  necessary  for  me  to  go 

>  the  committee  to  get  such  information  as  was  available,  and  I 
et  Mr.  Whitney  in  that  way. 

I  Q.  Did  you  jget  the  information  from  him? — A.  Yes;  the  informa- 
pm  insisted  in  a  lot  of  public  documents  in  regard  to  hearings,  etc, 
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and  I  understood  he  was  the  proper  person ;  in  fact,  he  was  referred  to 
me — I  think  I  was  referred  to  him,  rather,  by  the  chairman  for  such 
documents. 

Q.  The  chairman  of  the" committee? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  known  Mr.  Whitney  before  he  became  vice- 
president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  I  came  here  in 
1900,  I  think.  I  think  Mr.  Whitney  was  the  clerk  of  the  committee 
at  that  time,  and  I  attended  every  session  of  Congress  after  that  up 
until  the  time  I  went  abroad. 

Q.  In  that  way  you  saw  a  good  deal  of  Mr.  Whitney? — A.  I  would 
not  say  a  good  deal  of  him ;  I  saw  him  perhaps  a  half  a  dozen  times. 

Q.  What  assistance,  if  any,  did  he  render  to  you? — A.  I  do  not 
think  he  rendered  me  any  assistance  except,  perhaps,  in  the  way  of ; 
advising  the  proper  course  perhaps  to  pursue.     I  remember — about 
the  only  instance  I  remember  him  giving  advice  was  when  I  first  came 
down,  and  at  that  time  I  had  sent  a  number  of  letters  to  each  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  explaining  the  merits  of  the  type  of  boat,  and  in 
response  to  those  letters  I  received  a  great  many  replies  from  various 
Members  of  Congress  and  Senators.     I  received  a  telegram  from  Sen- 
ator Hale,  of  the  Senate  Naval  Committee,  asking  me  to  submit  a 
proposition  or  something  to  that  effect;  it  is  in  the  record.    I  called 
to  see  Senator  Hale,  and  he  told  me  that  it  was  too  late  to  do  any- 
thing this  session  of  Congress,  that  the  committee  had  practically 
made  up  their  bill  for  the  year  and  there  was  nothing  further  that 
could  be  done.    Then  I  thought  I  would  go  over  to  the  House  com-  j 
mittee.    I  went  over  to  the  House  committee,  and  in  that  way  I  met; 
Mr.  Whitney.    Mr.  Whitney,  I  think,  was  the  only  one  in  the  room; 
at  the  time  is  my  recollection,  and  I  had  some  friends  with  me,  and  Ij 
told  him  I  would  like  to  meet  the  members  of  the  committee  and: 
show  them  the  plans  of  the  type  of  boat  which  I  was  building.     Well, 
in  substance,  I  do  not  remember  just  exactly  the  conversation  except 
that  he  advised  me  the  proper  thing  to  do  was  to  see  my  Representa- 
tive.   He  asked  me  where  I  was  from ;  I  told  him  Bridgeport,  Conn. 
He  said,  "  You  should  see  your  Member  of  Congress."    I  said,  "  I  do! 
not  know  him."    I  think  he  asked  me  that  question  first,  and  I  think 
he  looked  it  up  for  me.    He  said,  "  E.  J.  Hill  is  your  Representa- 
tive."   I  said,  *  I  do  not  know  Mr.  Hill."    He  said,  "  That  does  not 
make  any  difference,  you  just  go,"  and  he  directed  me  where  to  go+ 
"  and  send  your  card  in  to  him  on  the  floor.     If  you  are  from  Bridge- 
port he  will  probably  see  you;  you  are  one  of  his  constituents,  and  if 
you  have  anything  to  do  before  the  committee  or  have  anything  to 
do,"  something  of  that  kind,  "  it  is  proper  that  he  should  see  you.      I 
sent  my  card  in  to  Mr.  Hill  and  he  saw  me.    I  told  him  what  I 
wanted,  and  I  think  he  arranged  for  a  hearing  before  the  committee. 
In  fact,  he  took  me  in,  as  I  recollect,  before  the  committee,  and  we 
bad  some  little  general  conversation  the  first  time.    That  is  all  it 
amounted  to  the  first  year. 

Q.  Did  you  show  Mr.  Hill  the  letters  you  have  received  from  th* 
Members  of  Congress,  or  anv  of  them? — A.  No. 

Q.  Is  Mr.  Whitney  a  stockholder  in  the  company? — A.  No. 

Q.  When  did  he  Income  one? — A.  He  never  became  a. stockholder 
until  some  time  after  he  was  appointed  second  vice-president  of  the 
company.  He  then  purchased  some  stock,  and  when  he  resigned  he 
sold  the  stock. 
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Q.  That  was  about  1904  ? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  only 
way  I  can  identify  the  date  is  from  the  fact  when  I  wfcnt  abroad  1 
arranged  for  him  to  look  aft^r  oy?  jtnatters,hwQ«  Hfc.w,as  appointed 
second  vice-president  for.  th/e  purpose  of,  giving.  hix*v  a;  title  which 
would  enable  him  to  meet  representatives  of  Foreign  governments 
with  some  standing.  '. 

Q.  Now,  if  we  understand  you,  all  that  Mr.  Whitney  has  done  was 
to  give  jou  certain  reports? — A.  That  is  all. 

Q.  Printed  slips? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  told  you  that  you  ought  to  become  acquainted  with  your 
Member  from  your  district? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  there  about  that  which  led  you  to  think  that  he  would 
be  a  good  man.tp.takp  chajgQ  of  your  affairs? — A.  Nothing  especial 
about  that  except  that  I  liked  his  general  ^ppearpnce;.  that  is  all; 
and  I  was  satisfied  thfit  he  Ipiew,  having  been  here  in  Wellington; 
he  was  about  the  only  acquaintance  I  had  here  in  Washington,  and,  I 
felt,  as  I  had  been  carrying  on  the  fight  here  for  a  couple  of  years 
and  was  called  aboard — I  felt  that  it  was  proper  that  some  one  should 
continue  the  work  who  knew  legislative  methods;  that  was  all. 

Q.  Then  what  was  he  employed  or  expected  to  do  ? — A.  tHe  was 
expected  to  meet  the  various  representatives  of  foreign,  governments 
and  look  after  our  interests  at  that  time  here  in  case  there  wa£  any 
submarine  legislation  that  came  up.  In  other  words,  he  was  to  hie 
our  Washington  representative,  to  do  such  work  as  I  had  been  doing 
myself. 

.  Q.  Do  you  object  to  saying  what  compensation  he  was  to  receive 
or  did  receive  ? — A.  No ;  we  gave  him  $5,000  a  year. 

Q.  How  long  did  he  continue  vice-president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo. 
Boat  Company  ? — A.  I  do  not  really  know.  I  should  say  some  time 
between  a  year  or  two  years. 

Q.  And  then? — A.  And  then  he  resigned  and  conducted  his  own 
affairs,  I  presume.  He  was  out  of  the  company  altogether  until  I 
returned.  Then  I  took  him  abroad  with  me  to  look  after  those  other 
interests  which  I  have  referred  to. 

\Q.  I  do  not  know  when  you  returned. — A.  I  returned  two  or  three 
times  for  short  Visits.  He  has  been  a  year  or  more  with  me. 
,.  Q..  And  he. is  now  in  Washington  again?— A.  And  he  is  in  Wash- 
ington again  now.  '..'.[■ 
'  Q.  What  is  his  business  here  now  ? — A.  He  came  over  with  me  .to 
fcok  after  the  organization  of  another  company  that  I  had  in  mind, 
and  he  has  prepared  papers  of  various  companies,  organization 
papers,  etc. 

Q.  In  organizing  companies  in  the  District  of  Columbia? — A.  No; 
tfcev  are  organized  either  under  the  State  of  New  Jersey  or  the  State 
at  Maine. 

:  Q  What  period  of  time  was  there  that  he  was  not  in  ypu,r  employ 
er  in  the  employ  of  some  of  your  companies? — A.  That  I  can  not 
answer.    It  is  a  period  of  some  months,  I  think. 

Q.  Practicallv  he  has  been  in  yojir  employer  that  of  some  of  the 
oompariies  in  which  you  are  interested  ever  since  his  retirement  frQm 
the  Naval  Committee? — A.  Ever  since  shortly  after  his  retirement. 
His  intentions  were  at  that  time,  I  believe,  to  return  to  Chicago  and 
enter  the  practice  of  law  with  his  father.  I  learned  of  that*  and  I  made 
him  a  proposition  which  he  accepted. 
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Q.  You  say  you  had  no  conversation  with  him  upon  the  subject 
until  after  his  retiring? — A.  Not  until  after  his  retiring  from  the 
position  of  clerk  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs.  I  had  no  busi- 
ness dealing  with  him  whatever  of  any  kind. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  have  you  prepared  or  had  submitted  to  you  any  ques- 
tions which  have  been  handed  this  committee  to  submit  to  various 
witnesses? — A.  Only  in  regard  to  some  which  Mr.  Neff  handed  me 
while  I  was  out  this  noon.  Those  are  the  only  papers  that  have  been 
referred  to  me. 

Q.  To-day? — A.  To-day,  in  regard  to  some  questions  to  be  asked 
myself. 

Q.  I  was  not  referring  to  yourself  particularly,  but  to  other  wit- 
nesses.— A.  No. 

Q.  You  have  seen  no  questions? — A.  I  think  I  have  seen  one  paper. 
I  do  not  believe  I  read  the  questions. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  them? — A.  I  think  it  was  something  Mr. 
Neff  showed  me. 

Q.  When  ? — A.  I  have  no  recollection  as  to  that.  Since  I  have  been 
subpoenaed  here. 

Q.  Where? — A.  In  our  office,  I  think. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  was  the  subject-matter  of  the  ques- 
tions?— A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Or  what  witnesses? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  what  was  done  with  the  questions? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  understood  that  they  were  questions  which  were  to  be 

A.  My  recollection  is  just  in  a  general  way,  that  they  related  to  some 
technical  questions  that  Mr.  Neff  had  made  up  from  some  literature 
which  he  had.  I  have  no  recollection  as  to  who  they  were  to  be 
asked  of. 

Q.  They  were  to  be  given  to  Mr.  Lilley,  were  they  not? — A.  I 
presume  so. 

Q.  That  was  your  understanding? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  one  set  of  questions  is  the  only  one  about  which  you 
have  any  knowledge  ? — A.  The  only  one  I  have  any  knowledge  of. 

Q.  Could  you  identify  them  probably? — A.  I  think  I  should  if  I 
saw  them.  In  fact  I  think  now  that  I  remember  and  I  think  I  dis- 
approved of  the  questions.  [Witness  is  here  shown  paper.]  I  do  not 
think  these  are  the  questions^    These  were  questions  in  regard  to  the 

?rice,  having  to  do  with  the  price  of  submarine  boats,  and  I  objected 
remember  now  that  I  objected  to  questions  of  that  kind  being  asked, 
on  the  ground  that  I  was  a  submarine  builder  and  did  not  want  to 
have  the  prices  cut  down. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  were  submitted  to  this  committee?— 
A.  I  do  not  believe  the  questions  that  I  saw  were.  The  object  of  the 
questions,  as  I  remember  it  now,  were  to  show  that  submarine  boats 
could  be  built  for  very  much  smaller  prices  per  ton  than  I  would  care 
to  go  on  record  as  saying  they  could  be  built  for.  We  hope  to  get  a 
good  price  for  boats  if  we  succeed  in  getting  any  contract. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  have  you  with  you  the  stock  list  or  stock  registers 
showing  the  ownership  of  stock  in  the  torpedo  boat  company?— A 
We  have  them  in  our  offices  here. 

Q.  Here  in  Washington? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  say  from  memory  whether  any  Member  of  the  present 
Congress  is  a  stockholder  in  your  company  ? — A.  There  are  none. 
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Q.  Or  the  family  of  any  Member  of  the  present  Congress? — A. 
Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 

Q.  Or  is  any  past  Member  of  Congress? — A.  Not  as  far  as  I  am 
aware.  In  fact  I  know  that  there  has  never  been  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress a  stockholder,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  relatives,  close  or  dis- 
tant, who  have  ever  been  stockholders. 

Q.  Is  any  stock  held  in  trust  for  anybody  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  Congress,  so  far  as  you  know,  of  either 
branch,  who  before  he  became  a  Member  was  tf  stockholder  in  your 
company? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  any  person  who  has  been  a  Member  of  Congress  but  is  not 
now? — A.  No;  no  one  identified  with  Congress  in  any  way. 

Q.  Is  anyone  connected  with  the  Navy  Department  in  any  way  a 
stockholder  of  the  company  ? — A.  Not  as  far  as  I  am  aware. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  the  present  Congress  a  stockholder  in 
any  of  your  present  companies? — A.  No,  I  do  not  think — in  fact,  I 
know  there  is  none. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  the  present  Congress  who  has  at  any 
time  heretofore  been  a  stockholder  in  any  of  the  companies  in  which 
you  are  concerned  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Is  there  any  large  manufacturing  company  a  stockholder  in 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  ^fot  as  a  company. 

Q.  How  would  it  be  interested  ? — A.  Individuals  of  large  manuf ac- 
turingcompanies  are  stockholders. 

Q.  What  large  manufacturing  company? — A.  The  Singer  Manu- 
facturing Company. 

Q.  Who  are  the  individuals? — A.  Our  treasurer,  Mr.  L.  B.  Miller, 
who  was  superintendent  of  the  Singer  factory  for  many  years. 

Q.  Who  else? — A.  Mr.  Henry  B.  Miller,  who  is  a  patent  attorney 
of  the  Singer  company. 

Q.  What  other  members  of  the  Singer  Manufacturing  Company 
have,  so  far  as  you  know  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  Mr.  Henry  J.  Mil- 
ler is  a  stockholder.  He  is  merely  a  patent  attorney.  Mr.  ^Miller  is 
the  only  stockholder  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Tliis  man  you  have  mentioned  is  the  treasurer  of  your  company, 
or  treasurer  of  the  Singer  company? — A.  Treasurer  or  our  company. 

Q.  Are  any  of  the  officers  or  the  Singer  Manufacturing  Company 
stockholders  in  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Companv? — A.  Mr.  Miller. 
He  has  resigned,  however.    He  is  no  longer  an  officer,  I  believe. 

Q.  No  longer  an  officer  of  the  Singer  company  ? — A.  No.  He  has 
retired  from  age. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  Members  of  Congress,  if  any,  are  connected 
with  the  Singer  companv? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  What  manufacturing  company,  if  any,  has  loaned  money  to 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Not  any. 

Q.  You  are  not  indebted  to  any  manufacturing  company? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Has  the  Lake  Torpedo  Company  its  own  manufacturing 
plant? — A.  In  Russia.  Not  in  this  country.  We  have  no  business  in 
this  country  at  the  present  time. 

Q.  Are  not  you  making  a  boat  for  the  Government? — A.  We  are 
preparing  to  build  a  boat,  but  that  will  be  built  under  contract  in 
the  Bath  Iron  Works. 

Q.  Where  is  that?— A.  That  is  in  Bath;, Me. 
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Q.  Are  all  the  parts  to  be  built  there? — A.  No,  sir.  We  buy 
wherever  we  can  to  the  best  advantage.  The  machinery  is  special 
work  that  has  been  developed  for  this  special  purpose,  and  we  buy 
in  various  parts  of  the  country,  from  specialists,  principally. 

Q.  Do  you  buy  any  brass  work? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  do  you  expect  to  buy  that? — A.  We  buy  where  we  can 
buy  the  cheapest.  Our  usual  way  is  to  send  out  and  ask  for  bids,  ask 
for  propositions  of  -various  manufacturers.  We  are  not  tied  to 
anyone. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  conversation  with  anyone  about  furnishing 
brass  for  the  boats  you  are  now  constructing,  or  under  contract  to 
construct,  for  the  Government? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  for  any  other  part  of  the  vessel  except  that  which  is  to  be 
made  at  Bath,  Me.  ? — A.  Only  in  regard  to  some  of  the  machinery. 
The  principal  machines  we  buy  from  various  manufacturers. 

Q.  What  manufacturers? — A.  The  Diehl  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, the  Gould  Storage  Battery  Company,  the  Willard  Storage 
feattery  Company — various  manufacturers  throughout  the  country 
of  whom  we  expect  to  buy. 

.  Q.  Does  the  Singer  Manufacturing  Company  make  any  parts  ;of 
boats  such  as  this  ? — A.  No ;  they  make  sewing  machines. 

Q.  You  do  not  use  them  in  submarines? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  bank  does  the  company  transact  its  business — that  is; 
where  would  it  discount  its  commercial  paper? — A.  We  do  not  ha've 
any  commercial  paper  discounted. 
.  Q.  Has  the  company  issued  anj  bonds? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  bonds  or  notes  outstanding? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  any  newspapers  or  newspaper  proprietors  or  newspaper 
corporations  own  any  stock  in  your  company? — A.  Not  so  far  as  I 
am  aware. 

Q.  You  have  mentioned  Mr.  Neff.  Is  he  an  attorney  of  your  com- 
pany?— A.  No;  he  is  the  manager  here  in  Washington.  He  took 
Mr.  Whitney's  place. 

.  Q.  What  are  his  duties  ? — A.  Well,  to  keep  the  office  open  and  sefcd 
out  literature  and  to  meet  the  representatives  of  foreign  govern- 
ments— general  office  duties. 

.  Q.  What  duties,  if  any,  with  regard  to  legislation? — A.  Well,  I 
do  not  think  he  has  any  particular  duties  in  regard  to  legislation. 
He  is  supposed  to  get  our  literature  before  as  many  members  of  Con- 
gress as  he  can.  as  well  as  officers  of  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  To  look  after  the  interests  of  the  company  generally? — A.  Gen- 
erally. 

Q.  The  propaganda  of  which  vou  spoke  consists  of  sending  out 

these  postal  cards  and A.  And  our  pamphlets,  such  as  you  have 

there. 

Q.  A  catalogue  and  the  letters  signed  by  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  magazine  articles  ? — A.  We  have  not  sent  any  magazine 
articles,  to  my  recollection,  this  year. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  did  send  marked  copies  of  Harper's  Weekly 
to  every  Member  of  the  House? — A.  I  do  not.  I  have  never  defcn 
Harpers  Weekly.  The  first  knowledge  I  had  of  it  was  the  other  day 
here.  I  saw  some  of  the  members  of  the  committee  with  one.  my 
intention  was  to  buy  one,  hut  I  have  not  happened  to  think  of  it  whten 
I  was  where  I  could. 
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Q.  If  you  were  a  Member  of  the  House  you  would  not  have  to  buy 
one. — A.  No. 

Q.  You  personally  do  not  know  who  sent  them? — A.  No.  I  do  not 
think  it  could  have  been  anyone  connected  with  our  company.  If  it 
has  been,  it  is  entirely  unknown  to  me. 

Q.  You  would  not  consider  there  was  any  impropriety  in  sending  a 
printed  magazine  with  an  article  favoring  your  company? — A.  Not 
at  all ;  but  if  I  had  seen  it  and  wanted  to  send  it  to  Members  of  Con- 
gress, I  should  have  done  so 

Q.  If  it  was  sent  by  somebody  representing  your  company,  it  would 
not  incur  your  displeasure? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  is  in  it. 

Q.  Assuming  it  to  be  rather  friendly  ?— A.  If  it  is  another  instance 
of  that  report  of  the  legislation  which  was. sent  out,  which  incurred 
my  displeasure,  yes;  because  I  had  no  intention  that  that  should 
become  public  previous  to  its  being  reported.  I  think  the  newspaper 
instinct,  however,  is  responsible  for  that  entirely.  They  like  to  get 
ahead  in  getting  news  for  the  public. 

Q.  But  in  this  instance  you  and  Mr.  Skerrett  seemed  to  get  ahead 
of  the  newspapers? — A.  I  call  that  the  newspaper  instinct  on  Mr. 
Skerrett's  part.  It  is  a  thing  we  have  had  a  disagreement  about 
before. 

Q.  Do  you  read  the  Connecticut  newspapers,  for  the  last  week  or 
two? — A." I  read  the  Bridgeport  papers;  those  are  the  only  papers. 

Q.  None  of  the  others? — A.  None  of  the  others.  I  do  not  recollect 
seeing  any  of  the  others,  and  very  few  of  the  Bridgeport  papers.  I 
have  qaen  too  busy  in  preparing  to  go  abroad.  I  should  have  been 
abroad* some  time  ago  if  it  had  not  been  for  this  investigation. 

Q.  You,  it  seems,  spend  the  greater  part  of  your  time  abroad. — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  interest  of  your  company  ? — A.  We  have  contracts  in  two 
countries  which  take  up  my  time. 

Q.  While  you  are  abroad  who  is  the  officer  in  general  charge  of 
vour  affairs  in  this  country  ? — A.  My  father  has  been  up  to  the  time 
1  returned. 

.  Q.  His  name  is  what? — A.  J.  C.  Lake.  That  was  up  until  in  De- 
cember, and  I  found  his  health  was  so  much  shattered  that  I  per- 
suaded him  to  retire  from  active  participation  in  the  affairs  of  the 
company  and  go  off.  He  was  intending  to  visit  me  on  the  other  side. 
I  found  I  was  detained  here,  and  he  would  not  be  able  to  visit  me 
there,  and  his  doctor  recommended  that  he  have  a  sea  voyage. 

Q.  He  then  is  or  was  until  December,  1907,  the  officer  in  active 
charge  of  the  affairs  of  the  company  in  this  country  ? — A.  Yes,  sir, 
•  Q.  Did  he  correspond  with  you  about  the  attempts  to  secure  a  con- 
tract for  a  boat  from  the  Navy  Department? — A.  You  are  referring 
tc  our  last  contract? 

3.  Yes. — A.  The  contract  which  we  eventually  secured  ? 

2.  Yes. — A.  Yes:  he  sent  me  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  the  Secre- 
U  J  of  the  Navy  stating  that  a  contract  would  be  awarded  to  us  on 
«  tain  conditions.  I  received  that  in  St.  Petersburg.  I  immedi- 
at  tly  wired  him  to  accept  the  conditions.  I  was  the  only  one  on  the 
tx  ird  of  directors  who  was  so  inclined. 

3.  When  was  that? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  was  sometime 
in  November.  That  is  what  caused  me  to  visit  this  country  at  this 
ti  ie. 
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Q.  Have  you  that  letter  with  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  is  it? — A.  I  presume  that  is  in  London. 

Q.  I  believe  the  correspondence  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
began  in  June,  1907?— A.  Oh,  that  was  in  regard  to  the  bids,  our 
bids  last  year.     I  was  here  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  were  here  at  that  time? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q*  When  did  you  go  abroad? — A.  I  went  abroad  immediately 
after  the  Newport  trials  finished  last  year.  They  were  in  June.  I 
must  have  sailed — the  trials  commenced  about  the  1st  of  June;  it 
must  have  been  about  the  end  of  June  or  early  in  July — it  may  have 
been  in  June  that  I  returned.  It  was  immediately  after  the  trials 
were  finished. 

Q.  That  is,  the  Newport  trials? — A.  I  considered  there  was  noth- 
ing further  to  the  advantage  of  the  company  to  remain  here  at  that 
time. 

Q.  Were  you  in  this  country  when  the  matter  was  taken  up  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  with  reference  to  the  Attorney-General?— 
A.  No. 

Q.  That  was  after  you  had  gone? — A.  That  was  after  I  had  gone. 

Q.  Then  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  was  in  charge  at  that  time? — A.  Mr.  J.  C. 
Lake  was  in  charge  at  that  time. 

Q.  And  he  was  here  in  Washington  from  time  to  time,  was  he 
not? — A.  Yes;  I  think  he  spent  most  of  his  time  here  in  Washington 
at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  he  report  to  you  from  time  to  time  ? — A.  He  reported  to  me 
that  the  matter  had  been  referred  to  the  Attorney-General  and  sent 
me  a  copy  of  the  Attorney-General's  opinion. 

Q.  He  from  time  to  time  reported  progress? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  being  the  president  of  the  company  and  he  being  the  vice- 
president? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  correspondence? — A.  I  presume  I  have  it  in  London. 

Q.  Would  not  the  books  of  your  company  contain  letterpress 
copies  of  it? — A.  I  presume  they  would. 

Q.  Where  are  they? — A.  We  have  some  of  the  books  here  in  Wash- 
ington and  some  in  Bridgeport.  It  might  not  contain  any  reference 
to  that,  as  his  custom  frequently  was  to  write  me  in  lead  pencil.  He 
uses  a  lead  pencil  a  great  deal. 

Q.  This  is  a  very  important  matter,  and  he  probably  wrote  you 
very  fully. — A.  I  remember  about  the  circumstance  that  after  the 
Attorney-General's  opinion  he  thought  we  would  have  some  chance  to 
get  contracts.  And  on  that  I  differed  with  him.  I  looked  at  the 
matter  from  purely  a  technical  point  of  view,  and  that  is  where  I 
differed  from  the  lawyers  in  the  matter.  I  could  not  see  how  any 
technical  man  under  the  interpretation  of  that  legislation  of  last  year 
would  say  for  a  moment  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  was 
entitled  to  any  contract  under  that  legislation.  As  I  say,  I  did  not 
look  at  it  from  a  lawyer's  point  of  view,  and  I  was  very  much  sur- 
prised when  I  learned  that  the  Senator's  argument  had  prevailed. 

Q.  You  then  learned  the  advantage  of  having  a  good  lawyer? — A. 
Yes;  I  recognized  it. 

Q.  In  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake's  letters  to  you  did  he  mention  having 
brought  any  other  influence  to  bear  upon  the  question  outside  of  your 
attorney's  influence  ? — A.  No. 
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Q.  Did  he  mention  any  other  parties  as  taking  an  interest  in  the 
matter? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  any  other  persons  ? — A.  No ;  I  think  the  Senator  is  entitled 
to  all  the  credit.  His  argument,  as  I  remember,  when  I  received 
the  copy  of  his  brief,  I  was  surprised  to  think  how  he  could  have 
secured  such  a  grasp  of  a  purely  technical  subject  as  he  did. 

Q.  You  have  charge  or  the  letter-press  copy  books  which  would 
contain  that  correspondence? — A.  I  can  get  them  if  I  wish.  I  have 
not  looked  over  them.    I  will  have  a  search  made. 

Q.  And  advise  us? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  you  will. — A.  Mr.  Neff  will  look  after  that ;  he  has  charge 
of  the  files. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  this  committee  has  been  endeavoring  to  subpoena 
Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  and  the  subpoena  was  returned  by  the  Sergeant-at- 
Arms  with  this  indorsement:  "  Not  served ;  party  is  out  of  the  United 
States,  in  Bermudas,  on  account  of  continued  ill  health.  Fred  N. 
Webber,  sr.,  special  messenger  Sergeant-at-Arms  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, U.  S."  And  then  follows  this :  "  This  information  came 
from  Simon  Lake,  who  said  as  follows  " — and  now  it  appears  to  be 
quoted — " '  Father  for  the  past  seven  months  has  been  out  of  all 
business,  and  traveling  with  my  mother.  He  is  an  invalid,  and  from 
a  letter  now  on  my  desk  he  left  New  Orleans  four  days  ago  for  the 
Bermudas.  I  can  not  say  when  he  will  return.' "  That  is  quoted, 
and  then  follows :  "  This  information  was  also  repeated  by  a  gentle- 
man brought  from  Mr.  Simon  Lake's  private  office,  who  was  intro- 
duced as  the  chief  counsel  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company.  Respectfully, 
F.  N.  Webber,  sr."  Is  that  correct? — A.  No.  I  have  already  tes- 
tified in  regard  to  that.  Since  that  time  Mr.  Webber  came  up  to 
Bridgeport  again  and  I  called  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  his  re- 
turn was  not  right,  and  explained  it  to  him,  which  I  understood  from 
him  that  he  had  corrected  and  made  a  later  return  in  accordance  with 
the  facts.  I  will  explain  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Webber  that  at  the  time 
he  called  there  that  I  was  only  able  to  speak  in  the  barest  whisper 
and  I  called  Mr.  Foster,  who  happened  to  be  in  the  office,  and  asked 
him  to  explain  for  me.  I  had  very  little  conversation  with  Mr. 
Webber.  The  correct  statement  is  that  my  mother  had  been  ill — I 
may  have  stated  eleven  months — she  was  taken  sick  last  spring  or 
summer  at  Atlantic  City  and  was  brought  here  on  a  stretcher  and 
spent  some  time  at  various  sanitariums,  and  then  my  father  was  also 
taken  ill,  and  he  spent  some  time  in  one  of  the  sanitariums  in 
Washington, 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  That  was  during  the  last  year;  when  I 
returned  here  I  spent  a  few  days  with  them.  They  were  living  in  the 
Marlborough  at  that  time,  and  some  time  in  January  I  think  they 
W(  it  down  to  Hot  Springs  for  a  course  of  treatment. 

t  Virginia  ? — A.  Hot  Springs,  Va.,  and  the  doctor  there  ordered 
a  *»  trip.  And  their  intention  was  to  visit  my  family  on  the  other 
sii  s,  ana  I  found  that  I  would  be  detained  here,  so  instead  of  that 
I  ent  for  my  family  to  come  over  here.  My  family  sailed  from 
&  ithampton  on  the  18th  of  December  and  I  think  my  father  sailed 
fc    New  Orleans  on  the  18th. 

t  Eighteenth  of  what  month? — A.  Eighteenth  of  March. 
.  He  sailed  from  New  Orleans? — A.  He  sailed  for  New  Orleans 
fr  n  New  York. 
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Q.  Was  that  in  pursuance  of  a  plan  of  long  standing? — A.  No; 
as  I  say,  they  intended  to  visit  my  family  abroad ;  that  was  their  first 
intention.  They  returned  here  to  Washington ;  my  sister  was  living 
in  Washington  at  the  time,  and  I  do  not  know  how  long  that  they 
had  it  in  mind ;  I  only  knew  of  it  a  day  or  so  before  they  sailed  that 
they  were  going  to  sail  to  Habana. 

Q.  By  way  of  New  Orleans? — A.  By  way  of  New  Orleans. 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  they  reached  New  Orleans? — A.  Yes;  I 
received  a  letter  from  my  mother  at  New  Orleans,  stating  that  they 
expected  to  sail  for  Habana  on  either  the  4th  or  7th.  It  was  a  figure, 
I  think  it  was  a  7.    I  think  it  was  intended  to  be  a  7. 

Senator  Thurston.  Seventh  of  what  month? — A.  April. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  sailed?-— A.  I  do  not;  I  have  not 
heard  from  them  since. 

Q.  Then  you  do  not  know  where  he  is  at  present? — A.  I  do  not 
know  where  he  is.  One  moment,  my  brother-in-law,  I  believe,  has 
received  a  letter.  He  did  tell  me  that  he  received  a  letter  from  my 
mother  that  they  expected  to  sail  for  Habana,  I  think,  the  day  that 
the  letter  was  written,  according  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  day  that  was  l — A.  No ;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Who  is  your  brother-in-law? — A.  C.  E.  Adams. 

Q.  Is  he  an  officer  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  No; 
he  is  not  an  officer ;  he  is  a  bookkeeper.  He  is  subpoenaed  to  be  here 
to-morrow,  and  I  suppose  he  will  know.  I  did  not  finish  my  state- 
ment there.  My  brother-in-law  told  me  that  mv  mother  had  written 
him  that  they  expected  to  sail  for  Habana  that  Say  and  thought  they 
would  return  from  Habana  on  the  11th,  arriving  at  New  York  on  the 
14th.  He  said  they  were  feeling  very  much  better  and  father  was 
anxious  to  get  back  to  work.  lithe  committee  wishes,  I  will  try  to 
get  into  communication  with  them,  if  they  want  him.  I  did  not 
particularly  care  about  having  his  trip  broken  up,  but  since  he  is 
coming  this  way — he  may  be  on  the  way  now.  To-day  is  the  14th, 
and  he  may  arrive  in  New  York  to-day. " 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  telegrams  to  him  in  New  Orleans? — A.  No;  1 
have  not  communicated  with  him  at  all. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  anyone  in  the  office  or  employ  of  the  com- 
pany has? — A.  I  do  not.  They  did  not  leave  any  address.  My 
mother  was  complaining  because  she  had  not  received  any  word  from 
any  of  us.  We  supposed  that  they  would  wire  us  at  the  hotel  that  they 
were  stopping  at,  but  they  did  not  do  so. 

Q.  Have  you  charge  of  the  stock  lists  and  stock  books,  showing  the 
names  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  At  the 
present  time  I  have ;  ordinarily  they  are  in  the  charge  of  our  treasurer. 

Q.  You  have  them  at  the  present  time? — A.  At  the  present  time. 

Q.  As  the  president  of  the  company? — A.  Well,  they  are  simply 
here,  brought  here  because  of  that  subpoena ;  that  is  the  only  reason  I 
have  charge  of  them  at  the  present  time. 

Q.  Will  you  submit  to  us  the  books  and  papers  called  for  in  the 
subpoena ;  you  are  familiar  with  what  they  are  ? — A.  We  are  willing 
to  aoide  by  any  rules  made  for  anyone  else. 

Q.  We  have  not  made  rules  yet  for  anybody,  but  we  have  issued 
subpoenas. — A.  In  regard  to  that  subpoena,  it  is  rather  broad,  and 
I  have  consulted  over  the  matter  with  our  attorney  and  we  are  willing 
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if  the  demand  is  made  upon  the  Electric  Boat  Company — if  they  are 
compelled  to  show  their  books,  we  are  willing  to  show  ours. 

Q-  You  are  not  connected  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — 
A.  No;  we  understand  that  we  are  not  being  investigated  and  we  do 
not  care  about  showing  our  books,  which  relate  purely  to  foreign 
business. 

Q.  Have  you  no  books  relating  to  American  business? — A.  No;  we 
simply  have  general  books.  We  have  not  had  any  American  business 
as  yet 

Q.  You  mean  your  entire  business  is  kept  in  one  set  of  books? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  As  I  understand,  then,  you  decline  to  produce  them  until  we 
have  compelled  some  other  company  to  produce  theirs. — A.  I  would 
prefer  that  our  attorney  answered  that. 

Senator  Thurston.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  answer  that.     We*  are 

perfectly  willing  to  produce  all  our  books  if  the  committee  so  orders. 

Our  only  suggestion  is  that  any  order  in  that  respect,  if  they  ask  us  to 

produce  our  books,  shall  be  a  general  order  on  both  companies  to  the 

same  effect.    We  have  no  objection  and  we  have  no  argument  to  make 

j   against  any  order  you  may  make  regarding  the  production  of  books. 

I   We  will  abide  by  any  general  rule  that  you  may  make  and  with  entire 

I   willingness. 

I  Q.  I  will  say  now  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  has  offered  to 
|  and  proposed  to  and  will,  as  we  understand,  submit  to  this  committee, 
:  to  be  considered  by  it  in  executive  session — that  is,  we  have  not  de- 
I  cided  whether  we  will  accept  it,  but  they  have  said  they  would  do 
I  that— their  stock  books,  etc.  I  will  ask  the  witness,  then,  whether  he 
I  is  willing  to  make  the  same  submission  of  the  books  of  his  company  ? — 
|  A.  With  the  consent  of  our  attorney,  I  will  say  yes.  I  will  let  the 
|   lawyer  decide. 

Q.  Then  at  such  time  as  we  call  for  those  books  you  are  willing  to 
submit  them  for  our  use  in  executive  session  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  If  we  conclude  to  accept  the  books  of  the  other  company  on 
those  terms  we  will  accept  yours  on  the  same  terms. — A.  Very  good, 
sir. 

Q.  Does  your  company  take  any  hand  in  politics,  Mr.  Lake? — A. 
No,  sir. 
Q.  None  at  all? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Made  any  contrbiutions  to  any  campaign  committees? — A. 
That  is  referring  to  the  company  now? 

Q.  Yes.— A.  No,  sir.  I  have  contributed  to  campaign  commit- 
tees at  various  times  many  years  in  an  honest  way. 

Q.  Have  you  contributed  to  the  election  of  any  particular  Mem- 
ber of  Congress? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  think  so,  in  the  slightest 
decree. 

J.  Or  to  the  defeat  of  any  particular  Members  of  Congress? — A. 
N<  ,  sir. 

I  You  say  that  any  contributions  you  have  made  has  been  to 
a  eneral  national  committee  or  the  State  committee? — A.  No;  I  do 
nc  know  what.  Simply  in  the  town  I  have  happened  to  live  in, 
th  community,  the  party  with  which  I  have  been  identified  had 
as  :ed  me  to  contribute  and  I  have  done  so. 

}.  That  is,  in  your  personal  capacity? — A.  Yes. 
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Q.  Did  you  consider  it  improper  to  do  so? — A.  No;  I  have  not 

Q.  In  making  such  contributions  did  you  have  any  promise  from 
anybody  to  support  the  Lake  Boat  Company  in  any  way? — A.  No, 
sir;  never  discussed  it  with  any  Member  of  Congress  or  anyone  iden- 
tified with  the  Government  in  any  way,  shape,  or  fashion. 

Q.  Have  you  or  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  or  anyone  con- 
nected with  it,  so  far  as  you  know,  attempted  m  any  way  to  defeat 
the  election  or  nomination  of  any  individual  as  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  torpedo-boat  companies  that  have? — A.  I 
do  not. 

Q.  Or  any  officer  of  any  torpedo-boat  company  that  has? — A.  I 
do  not. 

Q.  You  have  been  present  during  the  greater  part  of  the  taking 
of  testimony  before  this  committee,  have  you  not? — A.  Well,  since 
April  1. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  testimony? — A.  Generally;  I  have  not  gone 
into  any  detail. 

Q.  "iou  know  the  charges? — A.  Only  in  a  general  way.  I  do 
not  think  I  have  read  them  in  full. 

Q.  I  think  perhaps  I  have  read  most  of  them  to  you.  This  is  one 
of  the  charges  by  Mr.  Lilley: 

I  also  became  advised  of  prevailing  and  persistent  rumors  that  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  have  contributed  in  some  Congressional  districts  represented 
by  members  of  the  Naval  Committee  to  their  campaign  funds,  and  that  it  con- 
tributed to  the  campaign  fund  of  the  opposing  party  in  the  Congressional  dis- 
trict of  a  member  of  the  Naval  Committee. 

Have  you  any  knowledge  or  information  which  would  be  useful  to 
us  on  that  point? — A.  No;  I  have  no  knowledge  on  the  subject  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  Does  any  other  member  of  the  committee  wish  to 
ask  any  question  ? 

Senator  Thurston.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  Mr.  Lake  leaves  the 
stand  there  is  one  matter  I  would  like  to  have  him  make  a  state- 
ment about  with  reference  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Isaac  L.  Rice,  who 
charged  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  had  endeavored  to 
sell  out  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  I  would  like  to  have  him 
make  that  statement  and  make  it  very  fully. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  say  to  the  witness  that  any  voluntary 
statement  that  you  have  to  make. that  will  throw  any  light  upon  the 
subject  the  committee  would  be  very  glad  to  hear,  and  our  only  object 
in  subpoenaing  you  and  these  other  witnesses,  is  to  get  a  full  light 
on  this  subject,  with  no  other  purpose  and  with  no  other  opinion.  I 
may  say  right  now,  and  this  perhaps  would  be  the  proper  place  to 
say  it  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  that  if  there  is  any  impression  in 
the  minds  of  anyone,  even  a  very  small  part  of  the  public,  that  this 
investigation  was  instigated  or  encouraged  by  the  Lake  people,  it  is 
an  impression  that  does  not  reflect  in  any  way  the  opinion  of  this 
committee  or  any  member  of  this  committee,  and  if  such  an  im- 
pression exists  in  the  mind  of  any  individuals,  or  any  number  of  indi- 
viduals, it  is  an  impression  that  could  only,  come  either  through  the 
evidence  on  the  one  hand  or  what  has  been  published  in  the  news- 

Eapers  on  the  other.    The  committee  will  be  very  glad,  Mr.  Lake,  to 
ear  from  you  any  voluntary  statement  of  all  matters  within  your 
own  personal  knowledge. 
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The  Witness.  This  I  have  prepared  very  carefully,  because  we  have 
been  put  in  rather  a  wrong  light. 

My  attention  has  been  called  to  a  statement  made  before  this  com- 
mittee by  Mr.  Isaac  L.  Rice  in  reference  to  representatives  of  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company  approaching  him  with  a  view  of  selling  out 
oar  business  in  the  United  States.  In  this  statement  he  mentions 
the  names  of  various  persons  as  parties  to  the  negotiations  and  gives 
an  entirely  wrong  impression  of  what  actually  occurred.  In  view  of 
these  misleading  statements  I  feel  that  he  has  released  me  from  any 
obligation  to  withhold  certain  communications  and  transactions 
which  any  honorable  business  man  would  consider  private  and  confi- 
dential. 

First,  I  wish  to  state  most  emphatically  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  has  never  authorized  any  person  to  negotiate  with  the  Hol- 
land Torpedo  Boat  Company,  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  or  any 
other  company,  or  individual,  or  individuals  representing  either  of 
these  two  companies,  for  the  sale  of  its  United  States  interests. 

On  the  contrary,  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  has  been  re- 
peatedly approached  by  various  individuals  who  purported  to  repre- 
sent various  other  companies  or  individuals — the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany included  among  the  number — with  a  view  of  securing  the  con- 
trolling interest  in  the  stock  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  or 
to  buy  out  its  valuable  patent  rights  in  their  entirety,  which  pur- 
chase, if  made  by  the  same  interests  which  controlled  the  so-called 
Holland  patents,  would  establish  an  exclusive  patent-protected  mo- 
nopoly or  this  country's  submarine  line  of  defense,  and  the  Govern- 
ment would  probably  be  compelled  to  pay  such  exorbitant  and  ex- 
cessive prices  as  this  monopoly  might  demand  for  its  submarine  means 
of  defense,  which  is  now  becoming  recognized  in  this  country  and 
abroad  as  one  of  the  most  important  means  of  protection. 

I  shall  make  mention  of  only 'such  offers  as  we  have  received  from 
parties  who  claimed  to  be  representing  the  Holland  Boat  Company, 
the  Electric  Boat.  Company,  or  the  V ickers-Maxim  Company,  an 
English  corporation  which  has  been  reported  to  me  as  owning  the  con- 
trolling interest  in  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  or  by  parties  whose 
actions  led  me  to  believe  that  they  were  representatives  of  the  Hol- 
land or  the  Electric  Boat  companies. 

The  first  time  I  was  approached  was  by  a  Mr.  Hurd,  who  claimed 
to  represent  Vickers-Maxim ;  later  he  brought  with  him  Sir  Hiram 
Maxim,  who  visited  my  boat  and  expressed  himself  as  believing  my 
principles  of  submarine  navigation  correct.     I  was  pressed  to  name  a 

frice  for  my  entire  submarine-boat  inventions  throughout  the  world. 
refused  to  do  so  on  the  following  grounds : 

First,  the  value  of  the  submarine  boat  had  not  yet  been  recognized 
to  the  extent  which  I  thought  it  would  be  in  the  course  of  three  or 
four  years.  Consequently  I  did  not  believe  they  would  place  the 
value  upon  it  that  I  did  at  that  time. 

Secondly,  the  development  of  the  submarine  boat  had  been  the  work 
of  many  years  and  I  was  ambitious  to  remain  identified  with  it  until 
it  became  recognized  as  the  important  means  of  defense  for  the  pro- 
tection of  our  country,  which  Ifelt  sure  would  be  its  value. 

The  next  proposition  was  made  when  I  was  building  the  Protector. 
In  1902,  while  building  this  boat,  I  was  a*pproachedhy  a  Mr.  Hall, 
from  New  York,  who  stated  that  he  thought  he  could  interest  a  num- 
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ber  of  gentlemen  in  my  submarine  proposition.  Within  a  few  days 
he  appeared  in  Bridgeport  with  a  lawyer  from  Brooklyn,  whose  name 
I  do  not  recall,  who  brought  with  him  a  stenographer.  The  lawyer 
stated  that  a  syndicate  of  gentlemen  were  inclined  to  become  prac- 
tically interested  in  our  business,  but  first  they  wanted  a  report  on  the 
financial  condition  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  a  list  of  the 
stockholders,  a  list  of  patents,  and  much  other  private  information. 
This  information  was  given  them. 

A  few  days  later  the  same  lawyer  again  appeared,  stating  that  his 
people  had  decided  to  acquire  an  interest  in  our  business,  and  would 
put  up  $300,000  and  as  much  additional  money  as  would  be  required 
to  conduct  the  business,  but  they  would  come  in  only  providing  they 
could  secure  a  controlling  interest  in  the  company.  During  this  in- 
terval Mr.  Hall  had  frequently  visited  one  of  our  then  directors,  and 
this  director  had  suggested  to  me  that  he  thought  it  would  be  the 
proper  thing  for  me  to  sell  out  to  the  Holland  Boat  Company,  take 
a  couple  of  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  that  perhaps  it  could  be 
arranged  that  I  would  get  a  very  handsome  salary  besides,  and  let 
them  conduct  the  business,  as  I  had  no  experience  in  securing  gov- 
ernmental contracts;  that  he  (the  director)  had  experience  in  that 
line,  and  knew  that  it  required  a  great  deal  of  experience  which  I,  as 
the  inventor  and  manufacturer,  could  not  be  expected  to  have;  that 
he  felt  quite  sure  it  required  that  knowledge  and  experience  to  secure 
any  Government  business. 

My  reply  to  him  was  that  I  was  building  the  Protector  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Navy  Department,  whose  desire  it  was  to  prevent  a 
monopoly  of  this  means  of  defense,  and  I  was  in  honor  bound  to  ful- 
fill my  agreement  with  the  Navy  Department,  build  a  boat  and  sub- 
mit it  to  them  for  their  consideration.  Before  advising  the  Brooklyn 
attorney  of  my  decision  not  to  sell  my  controlling  interest,  I  had 
asked  him  who  his  principals  were.  He  refused  to  disclose  this.  The 
negotiations  were,  therefore,  dropped,  and  we  completed  the  boat 
with  our  own  resources. 

Shortly  after  my  refusal  to  sell  my  controlling  interest  to  the 
Brooklyn  attorney  with  his  mysterious,  unnamed  principals,  we  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  an  attorney  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  de- 
manding that  we  immediately  stop  the  construction  of  our  boat; 
otherwise  they  would  bring  suit  against  us  for  infringement  of  pat- 
ents.  We  replied  that  we  did  not  believe  we  were  infringing,  asking 
them  to  advise  us  how  and  in  what  particulars  they  considered  we 
were  infringing;  that  we  would  look  into  the  matter,  and  if  we  found 
we  were  infringing  (which  we  did  not  believe,  as  we  were  construct- 
ing our  boat  under  our  own  patents)  we  would  stop.  The  reply  to 
that  communication  was,  in  substance :  We  propose  to  bring  suit 
anyhow. 

The  next  information  we  had  in  regard  to  the  matter  was  a  call 
from  five  newspaper  reporters  at  our  New  York  office,  with  typewrit- 
ten statements  wnich  had  been  furnished  them  by  the  attorney  of 
the  Electric  Boat  Company,  stating  that  they  were  going  to  proceed 
against  us.  In  January,  1902,  they  commenced  a  suit  for  infringe- 
ment of  patents. 

As  we  were  not  infringing  we  looked  upon  these  suits  as  efforts 
to  intimidate  us.  Of  course  the  majority  ot  people  would  think  that 
suits  would  not  be  brought  unless  there"  was  some  ground  for  them. 
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As  we  were  assured  by  our  patent  counsel,  Livingston  Gifford,  of 
New  York,  that  we  were  not  infringing,  these  suits  did  not  frighten 
as,  or  cause  us  to  discontinue  the  construction  of  our  boat,  but  we 
were  next  very  much  surprised  to  find  that  all  our  property  in  Con- 
necticut had  been  attached  and  was  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff 
under  a  libel  suit  for  $50,000.  Connecticut  has  peculiar  laws  in  re- 
spect to  the  attachment  of  property,  and  by  furnishing  a  bond  of 
only  $100  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  taken  advantage  of  these 
laws  to  the  extent  of  requiring  us  to  furnish  a  bond  of  indemnity 
for  tlie  release  of  our  property.  The  so-called  libel  consisted  in  my 
publishing  a  confidential  letter  to  my  stockholders  which  repeated 
the  language  of  certain  naval  officers  in  regard  to  the  Holland  sub- 
marine. Not  being  a  lawyer,  I  did  not  put  these  statements  (which 
I  had  copied  from  the  testimony  of  these  naval  officers  as  given  in 
one  of  the  Housq  documents)  in  quotation  marks,  nor  referred  by 
name  to  the  officers  who  had  originally  made  the  statements  as  my 
authority.  I  was  residing  temporarily  in  Bridgeport  at  the  time, 
and  I  had  these  circulars  printed  on  my  initiative  and  sent  them 
down  to  the  New  York  office  for  the  approval  of  my  directors,  to 
be  sent  out  from  there,  as  our  principal  office  was  in  New  York  at 
that  time.  One  of  our  directors,  who  is  an  older  and  much  more 
experienced  man  than  myself,  saw  the  circular  and  advised  against 
sending  it  out.  My  father  was  in  charge  of  the  office  at  that  time, 
during  my  absence,  and  he  informed  me  that  previous  to  our  di- 
rectors seeing  the  circular,  a  party  had  come  into  the  office  inquiring 
if  any  stock  could  be  purchased ;  that  he  wanted  to  know  the  status 
of  affairs  in  regard  to  submarine  boats  in  this  country.  My  father 
gave  him  one  of  the  circulars.  This  party  was  evidently  an  emis- 
sary from  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  for  they  used  this 
circular  as  their  basis  for  the  libel  suit  in  trying  to  stop  tlie  construc- 
tion of  the  Protector,  as  I  learned  that  a  mysterious  stranger  had  been 
interviewing  a  number  of  our  small  Bridgeport  stockholders.  Their 
evident  belief  was  that  we  would  not  be  able  to  put  up  the  bond  re- 
quired to  continue  construction. 

No  attempt  has  ever  been  made  by  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany, or  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  to  bring  any  of  the  patent  or 
nbel  suits  to  trial. 

I  wish  to  introduce  reference  to  these  matters  from  testimony  pre- 
viously submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  and  request 
that  I^ouse  Document  No.  123  be  made  a  part  of  this  statement. 

The  third  time  we  were  solicited  to  sell  our  business  was  about 
the  time  of  the  Newport  trials.  My  attention  was  called  to  the  mat- 
ter by  Mr.  Charles  K.  Flint,  of  New  York,  with  whom  we  have  had 
business  relations  in  regard  to  certain  foreign  countries.  Mr.  Flint 
has  never  been  interested,  however,  in  our  American  business. 

According  to  my  recollection,  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Flint  was, 
in  substance,  that  Mr.  Rice  had  spoken  to  him  about  the  purchase  of 
the  Lake  Company's  interest  in  the  submarine  business  and  wanted 
him  to  find  out  if  it  was  for  sale  and  at  what  price.  I  told  him  that 
as  far  as  I  was  personally  concerned,  I  had  no  desire  to  sell,  as  I 
wished  to  continue  in  the  business  with  which  I  had  been  identified 
since  my  boyhood.  My  recollection  is  that  Mr.  Flint  pointed  out 
the  fact  that  I  had  not  so  far  succeeded  in  securing  any  recognition 
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in  this  country  after  my  many  years  of  endeavor,  and  he  thought 
it  would  be  much  better  for  mvself  and  stockholders  to  take  a  sum 
of  money  (my  recollection  is  tfcat  a  million  and  a  half  dollars  was 
named  as  the  amount  he  thought  the  Electric  Boat  Company  would 

five)  and  let  more  experienced  people  handle  the  business  end  of  it 
[e  stated  further  that  he  thought  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had 
a  very  high  opinion  of  my  ability  as  an  inventor,  and  that  they  would 
be  disposed  to  pay  me  a  handsome  salary  to  continue  my  efforts  in 
improving  the  submarine  boat,  and  to  act  as  consulting  engineer  for 
them. 

This  conversation  occurred,  according  to  my  recollection,  on  my 
return  from  abroad,  just  previous  to  the  Newport  trials  last  spring. 
I  told  him  I  did  not  think  that  my  directors  would  consent  to  selling 
to  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  but  that  if  a  definite  proposition  was 
made,  of  course  1  would  consider  it  my  duty  to  submit  it  to  them.  I 
believe  Mr.  Flint  mentioned  something  of  this  matter  to  one  of  our 
other  directors. 

The  next  I  heard  about  an  offer  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to 
buy  out  the  Lake  Company  was  several  days  ago.  I  was  confined 
to  my  room  at  the  Engineers'  Club  with  a  severe  cold  and  an  attack 
of  acute  laryngitis.  I  received  a  call  on  the  telephone.  I  answered 
it,  and  recognized  Mr.  Charles  R.  Flint's  voice.  He  stated,  in  sub- 
stance, that  certain  parties,  whose  names  he  did  not  mention,  but 
who,  he  said,  were  at  that  time  under  investigation,  had  sent  to  him 
and  stated  that  they  wanted  peace,  and  plenty  of  it;  that  they  thought 
the  Lake  people  were  responsible  for  the  investigation  and  that  they 
wanted  to  know  where  I  could  be  seen.  I  told  Mr.  Flint  that  I 
was  at  the  Engineers'  Club  and  he  could  see  me  there.  He  said  he 
would  come  right  up.  He  came  up  and  then  went  into  the  matter 
more  in  detail.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Frost  were  in  a 
room  downtown;  that  they  had  sent  a  man  to  see  him  and  wanted 
to  know  if  they  could  not  renew  the  negotiations  that  had  been  dis- 
cussed previously  in  regard  to  securing  the  Lake  Company's  interests, 
or  if  something  could  not  be  done  to  stop  the  investigation.  He  said 
that  both  were  apparently  very  much  concerned  about  the  Lilley 
investigation  and  ne  thought  they  were  willing  to  do  most  anything 
to  stop  it.  I  told  him  I  had  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  this 
investigation  in  any  way,  shape,  or  f ashion ;  did  not  know  an  in- 
vestigation was  to  be  made;  that  I  hardly  knew  Mr.  Lilley,  having 
only  just  recently  been  introduced  to  him  and  having  met  him  only 
once  since  then ;  that  I  did  not  believe,  even  if  I  were  disposed  to  stop 
the  investigation  which  had  been  started,  that  there  was  any  possible 
way  in  which  it  could  be  done,  as  I  took  it  the  matter  was  entirely 
out  of  Mr.  Lilley's  hands. 

I  think  Mr.  Flint's  reply  to  that  was :  "  Well,  there  is  no  need  of 
your  telling  them  that  and  I  don't  see  that  there  is  any  harm  in 
listening  to  their  offer."  He  asked  me  if  I  had  any  objection  to  his 
hearing  their  proposition.  I  said  no,  I  had  not.  He  then  called  up 
on  the  phone  and  made  an  appointment  to  see  some  one  in  reference 
to  the  matter — I  do  not  know  whom.  He  said  he  would  return, 
which  he  did  in  the  course  of  a  couple  of  hours.  According  to  my 
recollection  the  proposition  which  he  then  submitted  was  this : 

The  Electric  Boat  Company  would  give  $1,000,000  in  preferred 
stock  and  $2,000,000  in  common  stock  if  I  would  turn  our  United 
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States  rights  over  to  them  and  use  whatever  influence  we  might  have 
to  stop  the  investigation. 

My  reply  to  that  was :    "  It  does  not  interest  me." 

He  stated,  I  believe,  that  this  proposition  had  been  made  to  him 
by  a  man  by  the  name  of  Brown,  and  that  Brown  wanted  to  arrange 
for  him  and  myself  to  meet  Rice  and  Frost.  I  said  I  could  not  do 
that  under  any  circumstances.  He  then  said :  "  Well,  have  you  any 
objection  to  my  meeting  them?"  I  told  him  he  was  free  to  do  as  he 
pleased.  He  then  called  up  a  man  whom  I  assumed  to  be  Brown, 
and  I  took  it  from  the  way  the  conversation  was  carried  on  that 
Brown  was  in  the  same  room  with  Messrs.  Rice  and  Frost.  Mr. 
Flint  stated  to  the  man  at  the  other  end  of  the  wire  that  he  would  be 
glad  to  see  his  party  if  they  would  call  at  his  house.  Mr.  Flint  in- 
iormed  me  that  they  would  not  come  to  his  house  as  they  were  afraid 
that  they  were  being  watched;  that  they  thought  Mr.  Lilley  had  a 
detective  on  them,  but  that  they  would  meet  him  at  the  Gilsey  House. 
He  refused  to  meet  them  at  the  Gilsey  House,  saying  that  if  they 
wanted  to  talk  business  they  must  come  to  him. 

Not  being  able  to  come  to  any  satisfactory  arrangement,  as  I  took 
it  from  the  conversation  over  the  phone,  Mr.  Flint  left,  and,  I  be- 
lieve, went  to  his  office.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  met  or  not,  but 
I  gave  Mr.  Flint  distinctly  to  understand  that  I  would  not  be  inter- 
ested in  any  stock  proposition,  even  to  the  extent  of  submitting  it  to 
my  board  of  directors.  Later  he  returned  and  stated  that  they  were 
disposed  to  give  considerable  cash — my  recollection  is  that  the  price 
named  was  $1,000,000  in  cash  and  some  other  consideration  in  the 
nature  of  royalties.  I  told  him  I  did  not  believe  they  had  $1,000,000 
in  hard,  as  I  had  and  still  have  some  of  their  notes,  which  they  have- 
recently  renewed,  and  of  which  their  attorneys  knew.  It  seemed  to 
me  they  would  have  considerable  difficulty  at  this  time  in  raising 
$1,000,000  in  cash,  and  that  probably  the  whole  negotiations  were 
being  conducted  on  their  part  with  some  ulterior  motive  in  view  with 
regard  to  this  investigation.  I  told  Mr.  Flint  I  did  not  care  to  give 
the  matter  any  further  consideration.  He  agreed  with  me  that  the 
probabilities  were  that  their  object  was  as  I  had  stated. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  wish  to  add  anything,  Mr.  Lake  ? — A.  No ; 
I  think  not. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  your  system  of  your  type  of  submarines  is  of  an 
entirely  different  character  than  the  Electric  company's,  we  under- 
stand?—A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  have  considerably  different  machinery  and  different  ar- 
rangements, I  presume? — A.  That  is,  the  propelling  machinery  is 
very  similar  to  all  boats  of  the  present  day — system  of  gasoline  en- 
gines, storage  batteries,  and  motors — principal  machinery;  that  is 
similar. 

Q.  But  the  bulk  of  the  machinery,  then,  that  is  used  would  be 
about  the  same? — A.  About  the  same,  I  should  take  it. 

Q.  Your  design  is,  as  I  presume  the  design  of  the  other  must  be, 
to  furnish  the  most  efficient  boat  for  submarine  defense? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  That  is  what  you  design  to  do? — A.  I  go  a  little  further  than 
that,  and  claim  that  our  boat  is  well  adapted  for  defensive  and  offen- 
sive operations. 
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Q.  That  is  to  say,  you  can  operate  on  the  surface  of  the  water?— 
A.  No;  but  that  we  can  carry  the  attack  into  the  enemy's  country, 
and,  I  think,  primarily  the  boat  was  considered  purely  as  a  defense 
for  harbors,  but  submarines  are  being  built  to-day  for  the  purpose 
of  going  to  distant  countries  and  making  an  attack — blockade  a  fleet 
of  an  enemy  in  their  own  harbors,  for  instance. 

Q.  That  is  to  say  they  have  a  wider  radius  of  action  or  can  stand 
the  seas  better. — A.  We  think  our  type  of  boat  is  better  adapted  as  a 
seagoing  vessel  than  the  cigar-shaped  craft,  because  we  have  a  large 
width  superstructure  that  enables  us  to  have  a  large  surface  of  re- 
serve buoyancy,  it  is  called.  In  other  words,  we  are  building  boats 
to-day  with  a  reserve  buoyancy  of  28  or  30  per  cent  that  compares 
verv  favorably  with  surface  vessels.  Formerly  the  earlier  submarine 
had  a  very  small  reserve  buoyancy,  10  to  15  per  cent.  The  result  is 
in  a  heavy  seaway  the  sea  simply  swept  over  the  vessels  and  it 
would  be  impossible  for  any  person  to  stand  any  length  of  time  on 
deck  or  make  any  voyages  without  any  discomfort. 

Q.  Your  new  type  has  practically  a  wider  radius  of  action  than  any 
heretofore  made? — A.  We  think  so. 

Q.  Do  those  improvements  that  you  have  made  cost  you  more 
money? — A.  We  think  so. 

Q.  You  expect  to  get  more  money  for  them? — A.  We  should  get 
more  money  for  them. 

Q.  You  ask  more,  I  presume  ? — A.  No :  we  do  not  ask  more.  On 
the  ton  basis  I  think  our  prices  are  considerably  less. 

Q.  I  was  not  comparing  your  prices  with  other  companies,  no! 
yet,  but  with  what  you  have  asked  heretofore. — A.  You  are  referring 
to  the  prices  we  sold  our  boats  at  ? 

Q.  No;  because  I  understand  you  have  not  sold  any. — A.  We  have 
sold  to  foreign  countries. 

Q.  I  am  just  speaking  about  this  country.  What  did  you  do  with 
the  boat  Protector? — A.  Sold  it  abroad. 

Q.  Did  you  make  an  effort  to  sell  it  to  this  country,  to  our  Govern- 
ment?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  that  offer  was  not  accepted  ? — A.  The  Senate  passed  a  bill 
authorizing  her  purchase,  but  it  was  killed  in  the  House. 

Q.  When  was  that?— A.  I  think  in  1903  or  1904— it  was  in  190f 

Q.  Since  that  you  have  made  another  effort  to  sell  a  boat  to  this 
country  up  to  within  the  last  year? — A.  No;  we  notified  the  Gov- 
ernment we  intended  to  submit  a  small  boat  that  we  have,  the  Lake 
boat,  which  was  in  the  trials;  that  it  was  our  intention  to  offer  her 
to  the  Government,  but  in  view  of  the  exclusive  legislation  last  year 
we  did  not  offer  her,  so  that  I  felt  at  least  the  Government  had  no  au- 
thority to  buy  her  under  that  legislation. 

Q.  You  kept  watch  of  legislation  closely  with  the  idea  of  pushing 
your  boat  ? — A.  As  I  say,  I  was  abroad  and  I  did  not  know  anything 
about  it  until  the  law  had  passed.  • 

Q.  But  it  is  the  general  design  of  your  company  to  push  its  boats 
legitimately  with  this  and  other  governments? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Is  that  construction  more  expensive  now  than  it  was  five  or  six 
years  ago? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  Because  much  higher  speeds  are  being 
required. 
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Q.  Does  that  cost  much  more? — A.  Oh,  yes;  the  power  required 
goes  up  enormously  as  the  speed  goes  up. 

(J.  You  provide  a  boat  of  nearly  500  tons  capacity,  do  you,  under 
your  last  contract  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  speed  does  your  contract  call  for  ? — A.  Our  contract  calls 
for  14  knots,  out  we  are  expecting  to  get  it  up  to  16. 

Q.  Now,  what  kind  of  a  contract  would  you  have  made  six  years 
ago.  what  speed  would  you  have  dared  to  contract  for  then? — A.  I 
think  six  years  ago  we  might  have  contracted  for  the  same  speed  that 
we  are  contracting  for  to-day.  I  am  a  little  afraid  we  would  not 
have  been  able  to  nave  fulfilled  our  contract  at  that  time. 

Q.  What  sort  of  a  contract  did  you  think  you  could  have  fulfilled 
six  years  ago  as  to  speed  ? — A.  Six  years  ago  ?  We  are  building  to- 
day boats,  the  plans  of  which  were  submitted  to  this  Government  in 
1901 ;  we  are  building  abroad  boats  practically  under  those  designs, 
and  we  expect  to  get  between  14  and  15  knots  on  the  surface  in  those 
boats  and  between  8  or  9  knots  submerged. 

Q.  Would  you  have  done  the  same  thing  six  years  ago  ? — A.  Yes ; 
I  think  we  would. 

Q.  Is  there  any  difference,  then,  in  the  cost  of  construction  as  to  that 
CTaft  six  years  ago  and  now  ? — A.  Yes ;  because  the  boat  we  are  offer- 
ing now  because  of  the  fact  that  we  are  expecting  to  get  16  knots 
instead  of  14,  it  requires  a  great  deal  more  machinery,  much  more 
powerful  machinery. 

Q.  And  I  suppose  other  improvements  ? — A.  Other  improvements, 
yes. 

Q.  Of  minor  importance? — A.  No;  rather  important  improve- 
ments in  regard  to  the  torpedo  firing  mechanism,  rather  expensive 
additions. 

Q.  Now,  then,  about  how  much  additional  expense  do  you  estimate 
that  such  a  type  of  boat  would  require  from  a  type  that  you  would 
have  dared  to  contract  for  and  deliver,  say.  six  years  ago? — A.  I  pre- 
sume you  are  referring  now  to  the  plans  we  are  proposing  to  build 
from  in  comparison  with  the  plans  we  submitted  to  the  Department 
six  years  ago. 

Q.  Yes ;  that  is  exactly  what  I  want. — A.  This  present  boat  would 
cost  from  fifty  to  seventy-five  thousand  dollars  more,  I  should  say, 
on  a  rough  guess. 

Q.  And  is  other  ship  construction  proportionately  expensive — take 
the  torpedo  boats  or  the  battle  ships? — A.  I  should  consider  that  the 
expense  of  submarine  boats  would  compare  the  nearest  with  that  of 
the  surface  torpedo  boat. 

Q.  So  that  of  that  type  of  construction  that  has  been  invented  in 
the  last  few  years  there  has  been  an  increased  charge  for  those  im- 
provements in  the  last  few  years? — A.  By  the  increased  speed  re- 
quired, that  has  been  the  principal  cause  of  the  increase  in  cost. 

Q.  And  there  has  been  a  material  increase  of  cost? — A.  I  should 
say  present  demands  have  increased  the  cost. 

Q.  So  that  an  estimate  that  might  have  been  fair  six  years  ago 
and  that  you  would  have  dared  to  accept  six  years  ago  you  would  not 
dare  to  accept  now? — A.  Well,  of  course,  the  boat  which  we  are 
building  now  has  these  additional  features  and  additional  speed. 

Q.  Tne  best  boat  you  can  get  now  as  compared  with  the  boat  you 
would  have  put  out  six  years  ago  ? — A.  Would  cost  more  money ;  yes. 
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Q.  And  you  have  estimated  about  fifty  to  seventy-five  thousand 
dollars  ? — A.  I  should  say  fifty  to  seventy-five  thousand  dollars  more 
for  the  boat  that  we  are  proposing  now. 

Q.  Now.  as  I  recall  that  contract  that  you  had  of  the  $450,000,  a 
part  of  it  represents  interest  on  the  investment  that  you  must 
make? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  much  of  that  represents  interest? — A.  I  think  the  Secre; 
tary  testified  he  allowed  $20,000  to  $25,000.  I  added  $25,000  in  my 
original  estimate.  That  is  what  we  asked  for,  but  we  did  not  consider 
that  we  were  receiving  anv  interest  allowance,  because  we  asked 
originally  $525,000. 

Q.  And  the  Navy  Department  cut  you  down  to  $450,000  ?— A.  Cut 
us  down  to  $450,000. 

Q.  Do  you  furnish  the  same  tyj>e  for  $450,000  that  you  proposed  to 
furnish  for  $525,000? — A.  Yes,  sir;  we  propose  to  furnish  the  same 
type  of  boat  as  we  proposed  to  furnish  for  $525,000. 

Q.  And  of  that  amount  the  excess  cost  over  construction,  such  as 
you  would  have  made  six  years  ago,  would  be  about  $75,000? — A.  I 
am  comparing  it  with  the  boat  we  submitted  to  the  Department  six 
years  ago.  That  boat  was.  of  course,  a  smaller  boat.  That  was  125 
long  and  this  boat  is  101  feet.  They  were  built  on  lines  which  we 
assumed  at  that  time  were  good  enough  to  make  a  speed  according 
to  the  usual  form.  Now  we  have  the  system  of  running  models  in 
tanks,  by  means  of  which  we  get  more  reliable  data  as  to  the  actual 
performance  of  the  vessel. 

Q.  Such  a  tank  as  we  have  down  here  at  the  Washington  Navy- 
Yard? — A.  Yes;  and  at  that  time  we  were  perfectly  honest  in  our 
belief  that  we  would  get  16  knots,  and  since  we  have  had  model  trials 
of  that  particular  type  we  found  we  would  be  only  able  to  get  between 
14  and  15. 

Q.  In  bidding  to  construct  such  a  boat  as  you  have,  do  you  use  the 
basis  of  tonnage  as  an  estimate  of  cost  ? — A.  I  do.  I  think"  most  ship- 
builders use  the  basis  of  tonnage  in  the  rough. 

Q.  Is  it  the  popular  use  of  tonnage,  or  do  you  use  it  in  a  technical 
way  in  framing  your  bids  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  that  would  apply 
in  all  cases;  but  most  shipbuilders — you  go  and  ask  them  the  price  of 
a  trim  ship,  for  instance,  or  a  ship  of  a  certain  type,  a  trans- Atlantic 
liner,  and  they  will  tell  you,  and  I  believe  a  battle  ship  or  cruiser, 
they  will  name  a  price  sometimes  in  a  very  few  minutes. 

Q.  That  is  rather  a  standard  type  of  a  ship  of  which  a  considerable 
number  are  constructed  ? — A.  Yes ;  I  think  the  same  thing  applies. 

Q.  You  think  the  same  thing  applies  to  that  type  of  vessel?— A. 
That  has  been  my  custom  of  calculating. 

Q.  So  that  when  you  go  to  the  Navy  Department  to  Admiral 
Capps,  when  you  confer  with  him  about  constructing  a  vessel,  you 
use  the  tonnage  system  as  a  basis  for  constructing  them? — A.  Yes; 
because  there  was  ample  allowance,  and  it  was  safe  in  doing  that, 
because  they  usually  have  ample  allowance  of  profit. 

Q.  And  speaking  of  the  matter  of  the  method  of  presenting  your 
bids  to  the  Navy  Department. — A.  Yes;  I  do  not  know  a  single 
instance  where  I  have  calculated  in  determining  the  price,  in  naming 
the  price,  I  do  not  know  of  a  single  instance  where  I  have  gone  into 
detail  and  worked  out  the  cost  of  that  vessel.  It  is  very  seldom  that 
the  details  of  a  vessel  are  worked  out.    The  working  out  of  the  de* 
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tails  goes  along  with  the  construction  of  a  vessel;  it  is  impossible 
totelE 

Q.  Has  the  tonnage  price,  the  price  per  ton,  increased  in  construc- 
tion for  the  last  six  or  seven  years? — A.  The  selling  price? 

Q.  The  cost  of  construction  and  selling  price  both.  Do  you  have 
to  pay  more  and  do  you  get  more  than  you  did  then  for  your  vessel? — 
A.  I  think  the  prices  remain  fairly  uniform.    The  cost  in  some 

Tjts  has  been  slightly  increased,  especially  in  regard  to  brass. 
Does  labor  cost  you  any  more? — A.  Yes.     I   think   perhaps 
labor  has  gone  up  to  some  extent. 

Q.  Do  you  have  to  pay  more  for  your  skilled  men? — A.  I  believe 
prices  have  increased  slightly  in  this  country. 

Q.  Does  material  cost  you  any  more? — A.  I  am  not  sure  about 
that,  but  I  am  under  the  impression  it  does.  They  are  details  I 
have  not  kept  in  touch  with. 

Q.  You  have  patents  on  your  vessels  ? — A.  Yes  sir. 

Q.  Many  of  them  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Who  holds  the  title  to  those  patents? — A.  I  hold  the  title  to 
them. 

Q.  For  yourself? — A.  No;  the  various  companies  have  certain 
rights  to  certain  things. 

Q.  Do  you  calculate  any  charge  for  the  patent  rights  for  these 
vessels? — A.  That,  of  course,  is  part  of  the  general  expenses  in  con- 
nection with  our  patents. 

Q.  Do  you  have  patents  now  that  you  did  not  have  six  years  ago? — 
A.  Oh,  yes ;  many. 

Q.  Do  you  use  them  in  constructing  and  operating  your  vessels? — 
A  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  make  any  charge  for  those  patents? — A.  Well,  not  es- 
pecially, it  simply  goes' in  with  the  general  profits. 

Q.  It  is  one  of  the  things? — A.  It  has  cost  us  a  great  deal  of 
money,  and  of  course  we  hope  to  get  sufficient  profit  to  cover  our 
expenses  in  that  direction. 

Q.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  a  vessel  do  you  fix  any  sum  in  the 
rough  or  in  particular  that  is  charged  for  the  use  of  your  patents? — 
A  No,  no. 

Q.  You  just  get  what  you  can  out  of  it? — A.  We  are  satisfied  to 
get  what  is  now  considered  a  fair  price  for  submarines  per  ton.  We 
are  satisfied  to  build  them  on  that  basis.  In  fact,  we  have  taken  con- 
tracts for  considerable  less  than  the  usual  prices. 

Q.  Has  your  tonnage  price  increased  or  decreased  in  the  last  six 
years? — A.  Decreased. 

Q.  Why?  Because  it  is  cheaper  to  build  or  because  you  build 
larger  vessels? — A.  Of  course  our  prices  abroad,  the  prices  have  been 
lower  because  of  the  extensive  competition  over  here,  and  in  this 
country  thev  have  been  lowered,  you  might  say,  because  of  competi- 
tion as  well.  We  have  been  trying  to  get  business  here,  and  conse- 
quently we  thought  a  low  price  might  be  an  inducement. 

Q.  You  stated  that  you  were  here  during  the  trials  of  last 
spring. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  come  over  for  the  purpose  of  attending  those  trials  ? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  were  here  at  the  time  those  trials  were  had  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  were  you  ? — A.  I  was  at  Newport. 
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Q.  And  did  the  best  you  could  to  have  your  boat  make  as  good  a 
presentation  as  possible? — A.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  preparing 
the  boat.    I  arrived  there  the  day  after  the  trials  started. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  stay  ?— A.  All  through  the  trials. 

Q.  When  did  you  return  to  Europe  ? — A.  Immediately  afterwards, 
within  a  very  few  days  afterwards. 

Q.  And  you  were  satisfied  with  the  way  the  trials  were  con- 
ducted?— A.  Entirely.  You  are  referring  to  the  Government  method 
of  conducting  the  trials  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  have  no  fault  to  find  whatever.  In  fact,  I  consid- 
ered they  were  eminently  fair. 

Q.  So*  the  fact  that  your  boat  was  considered  inferior  by  the  board 
is  something  that  you  could  reasonably  expect  from  the  whole  situa- 
tion?— A.  The  fact  that  the  boat  was  a  boat  very  much  smaller  and 
older  in  design,  and  not  our  latest  type  of  boat  at  all,  with  less  power 
in  the  machinery,  in  fact,  to  my  mind,  only  one  decision  could  be 
reached.  When  I  received  word  that  the  bill,  or  rather  the  act,  was 
passed  in  the  way  it  was.  I  immediately  cabled  my  people  here  for 
permision  to  sell  the  boat  abroad,  as  I  felt  we  had  no  chance  under 
the  competition. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  proceedings  that  were  initi- 
ated by  your  counsel  and  others  to  get  whatever  rights  you  could 
under  legislation  after  that  test? — A.  I  only  know  that  Senator 
Thurston  prepared  a  brief  to  submit  to  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  steps  that  were  taken  by 
them  ? — A.  No ;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Senator  Bulkeley.  of  Connecticut? — A.  I  met 
Senator  Bulkeley  after  I  returned  here  this  winter.  That  is  the  first 
time  I  had  ever  met  him. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Charles  B.  Brooker,  of  Ansonia? — A.  No, 
sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  few  questions.  In  this  prepared  state- 
ment which  you  submitted,  by  whom  was  it  prepared? — A.  I  pre- 
pared it. 

Q.  You  dictated  it  yourself  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  To  a  stenographer? — A.  Yes.  sir.  I  submitted  it  to  Senator 
Thurston  afterwards.    I  do  not  think  he  changed  a  word. 

Q.  You  say  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  has  never  au- 
thorized any  person  to  negotiate  with  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  or  Electric  Boat  Company  or  any  other  company.  Have 
you  ever  authorized  anybody  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  ever  authorize  anybody?— A.  No;  I  am 
quite  sure  he  did  not.  His  interest  in  the  company  is  not  sufficient 
to  warrant  him. 

Q.  He  was  an  officer  of  the  company? — A.  Yes;  but  as  to  selling 
out  the  company,  he  would  not  naturally  do  anything  of  that  kind. 

Q.  You  say,  "  The  first  time  I  was  approached  was  by  a  Mr. 
Hurd."— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  We  had  the  office  in  New  York  at  that 
time.  We  discontinued  that  office  I  think  in  1900  or  1901,  it  must 
have  been  previous  to  that. 

Q.  Where  was  it  that  you  were  approached?  In  this  country?— 
A.  Yes,  sir.    He  came  from  abroad. 
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Q.  He  was  a  foreigner? — A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  was  a 
foreigner. 

Q.  IJe  came  from  abroad  ? — A.  Yes ;  I  understood  so.  Mr.  Maxim 
was  over  here  at  that  time,  and  he  later  brought  Mr.  Maxim  in. 

Q.  You  say,  "  In  1902  I  was  approached  by  a  Mr.  Hall." — A.  Yes. 
sir. 

Q.  What  is  the  rest  of  his  name? — A.  That  is  all  I  know.  He  was 
a  Yale  graduate,  and  that  is  about  all  I  know  of  him,  and  I  have  for- 
gotten his  initials. 

Q.  Do  you  know  his  business? — A.  He  had  a  business  in  New  York 
then;  I  have  been  to  his  place  of  business.  He  manufactured  sub- 
marine lamps,  and  guns  for  yachts  and  yacht  fittings,  I  think. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  his  place  of  business  is? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  How  lately  have  you  seen  him? — A.  I  have  not  seen  him  for 
years. 

Q.  Whom  did  he  claim  to  represent  ? — A.  Some  syndicate  of  people, 
he  claimed — we  were  seeking  capital  at  that  time  to  build  the  Pro- 
tector. 

Q.  Your  company  was  seeking  capital  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  he  claimed  to  represent  somebody  who  could  furnish  it? — 
A.  Somebody  who  could  furnish  the  capital. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  who  it  was  that  he  claimed  to  represent? — 
A.  No. 

Q.  You  say  he  brought  a  lawyer  with  him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  was  that  lawyer? — A.  His  name  I  have  forgotten. 

Q.  That  was  in  1902? — A.  Yes,  sir.  I  am  not  charging  that  these 
overtures  were  made  on  behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  We  are  trying  to  find  out. — A.  I  am  simply  reciting  the  facts 
as  far  as  I  know. 

Q.  We  want  to  get  all  you  know,  to  see  who  was  back  of  these 
people.  You  say :  "  During  this  November  Mr.  Hall  frequently 
visited  one  of  our  then  directors." — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  was  that?— A.  That  was  Mr.  Smith. 

Q.  What  was  his  first  name? — A.  Friend  W.  Smith,  of  Bridge- 
port. 

Q.  Is  he  now  connected  with  any  torpedo  boat  company  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  is  his  business? — A.  He  is  a  manufacturer  of  chains  and 
Government  locks,  post-office;  he  furnishes  the  locks  for  the  mail 
boxes,  I  believe. 

Q.  You  say:  "My  reply  to  him  was  that  I  was  building  the 
Protector  at  the  request  of  the  Navy  Department." — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  requested  you  to  build  the  Protector? — A.  Practically  the 
entire  Board  on  Construction. 

Q.  Was  it  a  written  request? — A.  No,  sir.  That  came  about  in 
this  way:  I  appeared  before  them  and  I  submitted  my  plans  to  them. 
I  prepared  three  sets  of  plans,  and  I  had  a  hearing  before  the  Board 
on  Construction,  composed  at  that  time  of  Admiral  O'Niel,  Admiral 
Melville,  Admiral  Bowles,  Admiral  Bradford,  and  Sigsbee,  and  they 
seemed  to  think  very  favorably  of  the  plan,  and  at  the  end  of  our 
interview  they  stated  in  sut>stance — I  remember  that  distinctly, 
because  that  was  what  caused  me  to  organize  my  company  and 
assume  the  great  responsibility  of  building  a  war  vessel  from  our  own 
resources — the  spokesman  stated :  "  Mr.  Lake,  we  have  looked  at  your 
plans  and  discussed  the  matter  " — I  am  not  proposing  to  repeat  ver- 
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batim  now — "  and  we  think  well  of  it."  The  statement  of  the  inter- 
view was  afterwards  published  in  the  paper  practically  to  the  same 
effect;  we  can  probably  find  that.  "  But,  they  said.  u  legislation  has 
so  far  provided  for  boats  of  the  Holland  type  specifically,  ana  we  do 
not  think  that  any  legislation  could  pass  through  (Congress  that 
would  permit  us  to  purchase  a  boat  of  your  type  or  contract  for  a 
boat  of  your  type.  Now,  the  only  thing  we  can  say  in  regard  to  this 
matter  is,  that  if  you  have  sufficient  confidence  in  the  merits  of  your 
type  of  boat,  and  you  have  sufficient  friends  who  will  back  you,  if 
you  will  build  a  boat  and  submit  it  to  the  Navy  Department,  one  thing 
we  can  guarantee,  and  that  is  a  fair  trial  on  its  merits ;  and  if  that 
boat  is  considered  of  sufficient  value,  if  we  consider  it  of  sufficient 
value  to  the  country,  then  we  can  make  a  definite  recommendation  to 
Congress;  but  in  view  of  the  class  of  legislation  which  has  gone 
through  before,  our  hands  are  tied  and  we  can  not  do  anything." 

Q.  Then  they  said  if  you  wanted  to  get  a  contract  you  better  build 
a  boat? — A.  Yes;  in  substance,  and  that  they  would  give  it  a  fair 
and  immediate  trial  on  its  completion. 

Q.  You  say  a  little  later,  or  shortly  after  your  refusal  to  sell  your 
controlling  interest  to  the  Brooklyn  attorney,  you  receive  a  letter 
from  an  attorney  of  the  Electric  Company  demanding  that  you  imme- 
diately stop  the  construction  of  your  ooat.  That  was  not  with  refer- 
ence to  a  sale  ? — A.  No.  They  demanded  that  we  stop  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Protector,  which  we  were  building  to  offer  to  the  Govern- 
ment under  the  understanding  which  I  have  just  recited. 

Q.  That  related  to  an  infringement, of  the  patent? — A.  They  said 
that. 

Q.  Who  was  that  attorney? — A.  His  name  was  Bennett.  I  have 
forgotten  his  initials. 

Q.  You  say,  "  One  of  our  directors,  who  is  an  older  and  much 
more  experienced  man  than  myself,  saw  this  circular." — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  advised  against  consenting  to  it,  and  that  your  father  in- 
formed you  that  previous  to  your  director's  seeing  this  circular  a 
party  had  come  into  the  office  inquiring  where  stock  could  be  pur- 
chased. Who  was  that  party? — A.  I  don't  remember.  It  is  evi- 
dently that  circular  which  I  saw  down  here  the  other  day  for  the 
first  time,  and  it  is  the  only  one,  perhaps,  in  existence. 

Q.  Who  was  the  "older  ana  more  experienced  director?"— 
A.  Mr.  L.  B.  Miller. 

Q.  He  is  still  connected  with  the  company? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  "  The  third  time  we  were  solicited  to  sell  our  business  was  about 
the  time  of  the  Newport  trials."    That  was  in  1907  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  "My  attention  was  called  to  the  matter  by  Mr.  Charles  R. 
Flint,  of  New  York,  with  whom  we  have  had  business  relations  in  re- 
gard to  foreign  countries."  Mr.  Flint  was  in  your  employ? — A.  No, 
sir:  he  was  not  in  our  employ.  Mr.  Flint  is  rather  a  large  operator 
ana  has  had  to  do  with  supplying  munitions  of  war  to  various  govern- 
ments. 

Q.  Has  he  ever  transacted  any  business  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  ? — A.  Yes ;  in  relation  to  foreign  governments. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  mean. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  has  been  doing  business  and  was  doing  business  with  your 
company? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  And  still  is  doing  business  with  your  company? — A.  Yes; 
abroad. 

Q.  What  is  the  name  of  the  concern  with  which  Mr.  Flint  is  con- 
nected?—A.  Flint  &  Co.,  I  believe. 

Q.  Where  is  their  office? — A.  On  Broad  street,  New  York. 

Q.  Do  they  manufacture  anything? — A.  I  do  not  know.  They 
have  very  large  offices  there,  and  the  business  is  mining  and  rail- 


roading- 
Q.  Do 


Q.  Do  you  know  who  the  "  company  "  is? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  any  of  the  members  of  the  "  company?  " — 
A.  Yes,  yes ;  I  know  Mr.  Cordela  and  Mr.  Hart  O.  Berg.  I  will  state 
that  our  relations  are  not  with  Flint  &  Co.  directly.  Our  direct  rela- 
tions are  with  Mr.  Hart  O.  Berg,  and  Mr.  Flint  is  identified  with 
him  in  some  way.  One  does  business  on  one  side  of  the  ocean  and  one 
on  the  other. 

Q.  What  are  your  relations  with  those  two  gentlemen? — A.  They 
simply  look  after  the  selling  of  our  boats  abroad. 

Q.  I  thought  you  stated  one  on  one  side  of  the  ocean  and  the  other 
on  the  other? — A.  I  am  referring  to  Mr.  Flint.  I  do  not  know 
exactly  what  their  relations  are. 

Q.  Is  Mr.  Flint  or  Mr.  Berg,  either  or  both  of  them,  the  ones  who 
have  charge  of  the  expenditures  in  foreign  countries  or  in  any  foreign 
country  in  securing  contracts  or  legislation? — A.  No.  They  are  what 
you  might  call  sejling — simply  in  the  sales;  they  do  not  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  our  finances. 

Q.  Do  they  get  a  commission,  or  in  what  way  are  they  paid? — 
A.  They  get  commission  in  some  cases,  and  in  other  cases  there  is  a 
profit  sharing. 

Q.  By  whom  are  their  expenses  paid? — A.  They  pay  their  own 
expenses. 

Q.  The  commissions,  then,  are  supposed  to  be  large  enough  to  cover 
thier  expenses? — A.  Yes.  They  sell  all  sorts  of  tnings.  Mr.  Flint 
was  the  representative  of  the  Russian  Government  in  the  recent  war, 
and  he  furnished — I  am  told  he  furnished  the  Brazilian  Government 
with  a  navy.  I  believe  he  represented  our  Government  during  the 
Spanish- American  war  and  expended  a  very  large  amount  of  money 
for  this  Government. 

Q.  They  are  still  in  your  employ  in  that  way? — A.  We  still  have 
an  arrangement  with  them,  as  far  as  Europe  is  concerned. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  known  them  to  represent  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany in  any  way? — A.  I  do  not  know;  although  they  may  have 
done  so. 

Q.  As  far  as  you  know  ? — A.  Their  business,  as  I  take  it,  is  to  sell 
goods- 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  of  their  representing  the  Electric  Boat 
Company? — A.  I  never  knew  of  it. 

Q.  You  say,  "I  believe  Mr.  Flint  mentioned  something  of  this 
matter  to  one  of  our  other  directors."  Who  was  the  other  director? — 
A.  TTiat  was  Mr.  Miller. 

Q.  Then  you  say,  "  The  next  I  heard  about  an  offer  by  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  to  buy  out  the  Lake  company  was  several  days  ago." 
Can  you  give  us  the  date  of  that? — A.  It  was  several  days  previous 
to  my  preparing  this,  which  has  been  prepared — I  prepared  it  imme- 
diately after  Mr.  Rice  gave  his  testimony. 
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Q.  But  if  you  do  not  know  the  date  when  you  prepared  it,  give  us 
the  other  date. — A.  Mr.  Rice  said,  I  think,  the  25tn  of  March. 

Q.  Does  that  correspond  with  your  recollection? — A.  Approxi- 
mately so. 

Q.  You  say  here  again,  "  He  said  I  believe  that  this  proposition 
had  been  made  to  hiniby  a  man  named  Browne."  Who  is  Browne?— 
A.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  him.    I  never  met  him. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  correspondence  with  him  ? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Never  have  met  him  ? — A.  I  never  have  met  him. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  him? — A.  I  never  have  seen  him  to  my  knowl- 
edge. 

Q.  You  say  further,  "  I  told  him  I  didn't  believe  they  had  a  mil- 
lion dollars  in  hand,  as  I  had  and  still  have  some  of  their  notes  which 
they  have  renewed,  and  of  which  their  attorneys  knew."  Do  you 
mean  you  had  some  notes  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  ¥es. 
sir. 

Q.  To  what  amount? — A.  Five  thousand  dollars;  two  notes  of 
$2,500  each. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  have  them? — A.  I  think  I  prefer  our 
attorneys  to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  Thurston.  I  can  tell  you  about  it,  if  the  committee  desire.  I 
will  just  tell  the  committee  confidentially  here. 

Q.  The  notes  then  were  not  in  payment  on  account  of  purchase 
money  or  anything  of  that  kind? — A.  Oh,  no.  I  simply  mentioned 
that  to  confirm  my  belief  that  I  did  not  think  they  could  raise  a  mil- 
lion dollars.  They  renewed  one  of  those  notes  after  they  knew  it  was 
in  my  possession,  find  I  do  not  believe  they  would  do  that 

Q.  You  say,  "  The  following  day  I  returned  to  Bridgeport,  and  a 
day  or  two  later  I  received  a  telephone  message  from  Mr.  Flint  that 
they  had  been  after  him  again."  Who  do  you  mean  by  "  they?"— 
A.  I  presume  he  referred  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  At  least 
I  so  interpreted  it. 

Q.  Then  you  were  not  present  at  any  interview  with  Mr.  Rice  or 
any  other  officer  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  No.  I  should 
never  have  mentioned  this  at  all,  except  Mr.  Kice  volunteered  that 
information,  and  I  felt  it  proper  to  our  interests  to  give  my  under- 
standing of  it. 

Q.  What  he  said,  however,  seems  to  correspond  with  what  you  say 
to  this  extent,  that  there  were  some  conferences  in  which  the  sale  or 
purchase  or  amalgamation  was  discussed. — A.  As  far  as  I  know,  there 
was;  yes.    Mr.  Flint  is  the  only  man  that  I  met  in  the  matter. 

Q.  Have  you  any  objection  to  stating  now  who  is  the  largest  stock- 
holder in  the  Lake  Boat  Company  ? — A.  Myself. 

Q.  Do  you  own  a  controlling  interest  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  your  own  right,  or  do  you  hold  it  for  other  people  ? — A.  In 
my  own  right. 

Q.  It  takes  considerable  money  to  build  boats? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  mind  stating  who  are  your  principal  financial  back- 
ers?— A.  We  have  not  any  principal  financial  backers  at  the  present 
time.  We  have  been  fortunate  enough  in  making  money  enough,  and 
we  do  not  require  any  backing. 

Q.  You,  or  the  company,  are  able  to  carry  out  your  contracts  with- 
out assistance? — A.  We  have  been  so  far. 
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Q.  What  dividends  does  the  company  pay? — A.  We  have  paid 
dividends  of  20  per  cent  in  the  aggregate. 

Q.  Annually  ? — A.  No,  no. 

Q.  You  mean  altogether. — A.  Altogether  we  have  paid  dividends 
10  date  20  per  cent. 

Q.  On  how  much  capital  stock?— A.  Part  of  it  was  on  $1,000,000 
and  part  of  it  was  on  $2,000,000  capital. 

By  the  Chairman  : 

Q.  Do  you  think  of  anything  else  that  you  can  suggest  that  would 
aid  this  committee  in  this  investigation?— A.  No;  I  do  not. 
By  Mr.  Howard  : 

Q.  What  foreign  governments  have  you  made  contracts  with? — 
A  Russia,  Austria. 

Q.  In  dealing  with  those  Governments  do  you  deal  with  execu- 
tive branches  of  the  Governments  or  the  legislative  branch? — A. 
With  the  executive  branch  entirely.  I  have  not  met,  in  any  of  my 
conferences  with  the  Governments — I  have  never  met  any  legislators 
in  any  of  those  Governments. 

Q.  You  have  not  aproached  the  Douma  of  Russia  ? — A.  No.  All 
of  my  dealings  have  been  with  the  technical  head  of  the  navy  depart- 
ment 

Q.  Isn't  it  true  that  those  Governments  deal  in  matters  of  this 
sort,  connected  with  their  Admiralty,  through  the  executive  branches 
of  their  Government,  without  reference  to  any  legislative  action  ? — 
A  As  far  as  I  am  aware,  thejr  do. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  had  occasion  to  compare  the  naval  strength  pf 
the  different  principal  powers  ? — A.  No ;  1  can  not  say  that  l  have. 
In  general  way,  oi  course,  I  know  that  England  is  the  largest.  I 
am  inclined  to  think  we  are  second.  In  that  relation  Germany, 
France,  Italy,  Austria  are  the  principal  countries. 

Q.  Is  it  your  present  opinion  that  in  naval  strength  the  United 
States  ranks  second  to  Great  Britain  ? — A.  I  do  not  feel  that  I  am 
qualified  to  answer  that  question. 

Q.  Do  you  think  we  rank  third  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  I  would  care 
to  give  any  expression  of  opinion.  You  are  speaking  now  of  the 
naval  strength  of  the  country  as  a  whole  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  do  not  feel  qualified  to  give  an  opinion. 

Q.  Would  we  rank  in  the  class  of  the  first  five  in  naval  power? — 
A.  According  to  my  recollection  of  the  position  which  the  United 
States  holds,  we  would  rank  second  or  tnird — that  is,  according  to 
the  tables  I  have  seen. 

Q.  You  have  been  making  some  study  of  this  question? — A.  Not 
as  applied  to  the  naval  strength  as  a  wnole.  As  applied  to  subma- 
rines, I  have.    That  is  my  particular  branch. 

Q.  Would  you  be  reasonably  safe  in  saying  we  were  in  the  class  of 
five  first  naval  powers  of  the  world? — A.  I  should  think  so,  from  the 
reports  which  ihave  seen. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  British  Govern- 
ment in  building  submarines  does  it  through  its  Admiralty  office? — 
A  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  not  as  a  matter  of  legislation  by  Parliament? — A.  Yes; 
it  does  it  through  its  Admiralty.  As  I  understand,  they  have  entire 
charge  of  their  shipbuilding. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  what  the  custom  is  in  Germany? — A.  I  have  had 
various  interviews  with  some  of  the  naval  authorities  of  Germany.  I 
have  never  met  any  of  the  legislators 

Q.  The  best  information  you  have. — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  is 
with  their  Admiralty. 

Q.  How  is  it  with  France? — A.  I  am  not  sure. 

Q.  How  is  it  with  Italy  ? — A.  In  Italy  I  have  had  interviews  there 
with  the  authorities,  and  the  only  people  I  met  there  were  the  tech- 
nical officers  in  charge,  under  which  the  submarine  construction 
would  come,  their  ministers  of  marine,  or  some  of  their  chief  officers 
in  the  marine  department. 

Q.  France  is  developing  her  own  submarines  with  her  own  naval 
resources  for  construction? — A.  Yes;  they  are  building  entirely  at 
their  own  shipyards,  I  believe. 

Q.  Which  of  these  Governments  has  the  largest  submarine  flo- 
tillas?—A.  France. 

Q.  Which  next? — A.  England. 

Q.  Which  the  third?— A.  Russia. 

Q.  Which  fourth?— A.  I  think  Italy. 

Q.  Which  fifth? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  Germany,  per- 
haps, would  rank  fifth. 

Q.  Which  sixth  ? — A.  Then  there  is  Sweden  has  one,  Holland  has 
one  boat. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Is  that  a  Holland  boat? 

A.  Yes,  sir.  And  I  think  Austria  has  one  boat  of  the  old  type. 
Austria  is  building  several  boats,  but  I  do  not  think  any  of  them  are 
in  condition  yet.  There  will  probably  be  several  in  commission  this 
year. 

Q.  Then  your  information  is  that  the  United  States  as  a  power— — 
A.  I  was  not  considering  the  United  States.  I  was  simply  referring 
to  European  countries. 

Q.  I  wish  you  would  make  the  comparison  with  reference  to  the 
United  States. — A.  I  should  say  France,  England,  Russia,  and,  I 
tihink,  perhaps,  the  United  States  would  range  fourth  in  submarines. 

Q.  So  that  from  your  experience  in  these  matters  those  govern- 
ments constructing  submarines  by  the  initiative  of  their  admiralties 
have  built  more  boats  than  the  United  States  where  the  initiative  is 
taken  by  Congress? — A.  Yes.  I  think  they  have  recognized  the  value 
of  the  submarines  over  there ;  I  think  they  consider  it  a  more  serious 
question  than  we  do  in  this  country. 

Q.  If,  then,  there  Ji&ve  been  employed  any  evil  influences  to  induce 
the  Government  to  build  submarines,  they  have  made  greater  head- 
way in  governments  without  popular  representation  in  inaugurating 
the  system  than  in  a  government  haying  a  popular  representation?— 
A.  Yes.    I  am  a  believer  in  submarines. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  What  is  your  view  of  the  submarine  torpedo  boat  as  an  adjunct 
of  the  Navy  ? — A.  I  believe  it  is  the  most  important  weapon  in  exist- 
ence for  both  defensive  and  offensive  purposes. 

Q.  How  many  submarine  torpedo  boats  do  you  think  the  United 
States  should  have,  considering  its  extensive  coast  to  be  defended! — 
A.  I  think  the  United  States  should  have  sufficient  submarines  de- 
tailed to  each  one  of  its  important  harbors  to  prevent  a  blockade  of 
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those  harbors,  and  in  addition  to  that,  I  think  that  the  United  States 
should  have  sufficient  boats  of  the  larger  type,  of  the  cruiser  type, 
that  if  we  are  unfortunate  enough  to  get  into  a  war  with  another 
country  that  we  would  be  able  to  carry  the  war  into  the  enemy's 
country  by  the  means  of  submarines. 

Q.  About  how  many  submarines  would  that  require  us  to  pur- 
chase?— A.  I  should  not  make  any  estimate  of  that.  I  think  that  is 
proper  for  the  naval  authorities. 

Q.  But  you  can  compute  the  number  of  ports. — A.  By  giving  it 
some  attention  and  consideration  I  undoubtedly  could.  I  have  not 
done  so. 

Q*  To  comply  with  your  thought,  it  would  take  at  least  one  hun- 
dred, wouldn't  it,  to  defend  all  the  harbors  on  the  Pacific  and  Atlantic 
coasts? — A.  I  believe  one  hundred  submarines  of  the  most  up-to-date 
type  would  afford  a  very  excellent  defense.  I  do  not  believe  any 
foreign  country  would  dare  to  send  or  attempt  an  invasion  of  the 
United  States  with  a  hundred  submarines  distributed  on  our  coast 
line. 

Q.  Did  you  have  an  interview  with  Representative  Kahn,  of  Cali- 
fornia?— A.  No,  sir;  he  was  referring  to  my  father. 

Q.  You  have  already  stated  or  made  a  statement  from  which  we 
drew  the  conclusion  that  the  British  Admiralty  and  its  equivalent  in 
other  foreign  governments  is  more  susceptible  to  influence  than  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. — A.  No ;  I  do  not  imply  that.  I  think 
that  they  arrive  at  their  conclusions  in  a  more  practical  way.  The 
British  Government  and  all  other  governments  that  I  am  aware  of 
investigate  rather  than  jump  at  conclusions  at  to  the  value  of  these 
various  vessels.  I  think  they  work  their  submarines  more  there  than 
thev  have  done  in  this  country. 

($.  Maybe  the  Admiralty  has  worked  more  than  it  does  here? — A. 
I  do  not  care  to  express  an  opinion  in  that  respect. 

Q.  We  have  noticed  that  it  seems  to  be  considered  desirable,  both 
on  the  part  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  your  own  company, 
to  recruit  its  officers  and  agents  from  time  to  time  from  the  Navy 
Department.  Does  the  same  rule  apply  in  England  or  any  of  these 
other  foreign  countries? — A.  Vickers-Maxim  Company,  their  man  is 
a  Lieutenant  Dawson,  a  submarine  ^xpert,  I  believe,  and  I  think  that 
he  came  from  the  service. 

Q.  Do  any  of  your  men  come  from  the  service  of  any  of  these 
Governments? — A.  We  have  one — do  you  mean  abroad? 

Q.  Yes.— A.  No. 

Q.  You  were  about  to  say  you  had  one? — A.  We  have  one  in  this 
country  who  was  formerly  in  the  service. 

Q.  You  mentioned  him  this  morning? — A.  No. 

Q.  Who  is  the  one  to  which  you  refer  ? — A.  Mr.  Schofield,  formerly 
a  lieutenant. 

Q.  What  is  he  doing  now? — A.  He  is  now  in  command  of  the 
Like. 

Q.  He  was  formerly  in  the  United  States  Navy? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  left  the  Navy  to  accept  a  position  with  you? — A.  Yes, 
%  r.  In  regard  to  the  British  navy,  1  would  sa)r  that  they  have 
b  en,  up  until  very  recently,  committed  to  one  type  of  boat.  They 
^i  ve  had  a  secret  arrangement  in  existence  for  some  years,  so  I  am 
i  'ormed  and  I  believe  credibly,  by  means  of  which  they  were  com- 
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SHed  for  a  certain  term  of  years  to  buy  their  boats  from  Vickers- 
axim.  France,  which  has  made  the  greatest  progress  in  the  devel- 
opment of  the  submarine,  has  been  free  to  secure  the  best  talent  the 
country  produced.  Russia,  owing  to  their  needs  in  the  recent  war 
with  Japan,  made  a  more  thorough  investigation  of  all  the  types. 
They  had  at  one  time  six  different  types — six  or  seven  different 
types — and  they  carried  on  extensive  experiments  with  all  of  those 
different  types  of  vessels. 

Q.  You  mention,  I  think,  in  your  written  statement  that  one  rea- 
son you  did  not  sell  out  or  entertain  a  proposition  to  sell  out  was 
owing  to  the  fact  that  you  were  an  inventor  of  your  torpedo  boat,  and 
that  it  was  your  ambition  to  protect  your  own  country,  pr  something 
to  that  effect. — A.  I  think  that  statement  was  that  I  was  anxious  to 
remain  identified  with  the  submarine  until  it  took  its  place,  which  I 
was  satisfied  it  eventually  would  take,  in  naval  affairs,  substantially 
to  that  effect. 

Q.  I  was  simply  going  to  inquire  if  you  are  particularly  protect- 
ing this  country  6y  selling  to  foreign  governments? — A.  I  will  say 
at  that  time  it  was  this:  When  I  first  presented  my  plans  to  this 
Government,  in  1893,  as  a  young  chap  my  ambition  at  tnat  time  was 
to  become  recognized  as  the  inventor  of  an  important  means  of  coast 
defense,  and  I  hoped  that  I  might  be  recognized  to  the  extent  of  be- 
ing taken  into  the  service. 

Q.  As  I  understand  it  now,  none  of  the  American  torpedo-boat 
companies  hesitate  to  sell  their  torpedo  boats  abroad? — A.  Not  at 
the  present  time. 

Q.  I  am  asked  by  Mr.  Lilley  to  ask  you  these  questions :  "Are  your 
boats  as  expensive  to  build  as  the  Octopus  type?  " — A.  I  think  more 
so. 

Q.  "Can  you  build  seven  boats  much  less  per  ton  than  you  can 
build  only  one  boat  ?  " — A.  Of  course. 

Q.  Of  course  you  could  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  "  Would  you  take  a  contract  for  seven  boats  at  $745  per  ton  to 
equal  the  Octopus  in  efficiency  ?  " — A.  If  I  could  not  get  more  I 
should  try  to  take  it,  I  think,  at  $745  a  ton.  I  think  submarines  are 
worth  more  than  that  per  »ton  in  view  of  the  fact — in  all  cases  I 
would  state  that  I  started  my  first  plans  and  experiments  in  1883, 
and  spent  practically  my  entire  life  in  the  development  of  the  sub- 
marine boat.  In  the  earlier  times  of  submarine  experimentation 
things  were  rather  hard.  One  had  to  run  the  risk  of  life,  and  I  was 
exposed  to  all  sorts  of  hardships ;  and  I  think  that  we  are  ^entitled 
to  more  than  an  ordinary  manufacturer's  profit,  because  of  the  long 
years  it  has  taken  to  develop  these  and  the  great  amount  of  money 
expended,  for  we  have  expended  in  these,  I  suppose,  in  our  efforts 
to  get  recognition,  perhaps  several  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

Q.  Then  your  thought  is,  if  a  6  per  cent  or  10  per  cent  would  be  a 
fair  manufacturer's  profit  on  engines,  or  something  that  is  a  standard 
article  of  trade,  over  and  above  the  cost,  you  would  be  entitled  to 
more  than  that  on  account  of  your  patents  and  the  money  you  have 
expended  in  experimenting  and  in  bringing  them  up  to  efficiency?— 
A.  Yes,  I  think  we  are  entitled  to  more  than  10  per  cent.  You  can 
readily  see  for  this  10  per  cent  it  would  require  a  great  many  millions 
of.  dollars'  worth  of  orders  to  get  back  the  money  we  have  already 
expended. 
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Q.  In  experiments? — A.  In  the  development  of  the  submarine 
before  we  could  get  any  ultimate  profit. 

Q.  I  am  going  to  ask  one  question  which  has  no  particular  bearing 
in  this  investigation.  You  have  mentioned  originally  that  there  was 
a  risk  of  life.  I  think  I  have  seen  in  the  print  that  chickens  and 
other  animals  were  in  the  early  times  sent  down  in  the  torpedo  boats, 
and  even  the  other  day  I  heard  two  or  three  gentlemen  say  that  they 
labored  under  the  impression  that  when  a  torpedo  boat  dives  and 
discharges  a  torpedo  that  that  is  the  end  of  the  torpedo  boat,  and 
anybody  in  it  would  be  drowned  or  sacrifice  his  life.  Is  that  the 
fact? — A.  Oh,  no,  no,  no.  The  torpedo  boat  has  a  Whitehead  tor- 
pedo, which  travels  some  distance  from  the  ship  from  which  it  is  fired 
before  it  explodes,  if  it  strikes  the  target,  and  the  commander  of  a 
submarine  would  be  very  foolish  to  fire  his  torpedo  if  he  was  within 
the  danger  zone  of  the  torpedo. 

Q.  Then  the  danger  to  tne  persons  in  the  submarine  torpedo  boat 
naturally  is  not  from  the  explosion  of  the  torpedo  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  But  if  there  is  any  dancer  now,  it  would  be  from  some  accident 
which  would  prevent  the  submarine  boat  from  coming  to  the  sur- 
face?— A.  Yes;  I  should  say  that  was  the  principal  danger.  Or  it 
might  be  a  collision  with  a  surface  vessel  or,  perhaps,  with  another 
submarine.    That  has  occurred. 

Q.  But  the  danger  does  not  arise  from  the  discharge  of  the  tor- 
pedo?— A.  No. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  submits  also  this  question :  "  Would  you  take  a  con- 
tract for  7  boats  at  $745  per  ton  rather  than  lose  the  business?  " — A. 
Naturally,  yes.    Half  a  loaf  is  better  than  no  bread. 

Q.  You  think,  then,  to  pay  $1,490  a  ton  would  be  a  loaf? — A.  Well, 
I  would  be  very  glad  to  take  them  for  considerable  less  than  that. 
We  have  never  received  anything  like  that,  even  for  our  boats 
abroad,  where  we  had  to  build  them  in  this  country,  rebuild  them, 
and  then  rebuild  them  again. 

Q.  What  is  the  highest  you  have  received  for  the  best  type  of 
boat? — A.  We  have  received  about  a  thousand  dollars  a  ton. 

Q.  From  what  government? — A.  The  Russian  Government. 

Q.  How  does  that  compare  with  the  price  you  are  to  receive  for 
the  boats  you  are  now  under  contract  to  build  for  the  United 
States? — A.  We  will  receive  something  less  than  $900  a  ton.  We 
receive  just  $900  a  ton,  counting  the  interest  as  being  a  portion  of 
the  receipts,  but  the  interest  should  be  deducted,  which  would  make 
it  somewhat  less  than  $900. 

Q.  And  you  thought  you  ought  to  get  $75,000  more  ? — A.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  we  were  building  it  entirely  at  our  own  responsibility, 
and  so  forth,  we  felt  that  we  should  get  $75,000  more,  yes.  The 
Government  stands  no  risk  whatever. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q-  In  what  respect  is  the  pending  legislation  unsatisfactory  to 
you? — A.  It  does  not  give  us  a  chance  to  offer  bids. 

Q.  That  is,  with  the  restriction  confining  the  type  to  the  Octopus 
type,  or  the  best  type  owned  by  the  Government,  it  would  prevent 
your  coming  within  the  terms  of  the  legislation? — A.  Yes;  we  could 
not  possibly,  according  to  my  interpretation  of  that,  submit  a  bid. 


1102  HEARINGS  OK  HOUSE  RESOLUTION  286. 

If  I  was  a  member  of  the  technical  staff  of  the  Navy  Department  I 
should  say  that  means  Electric  Boat  Company's  boats  and  nothing 
else. 

Q.  So  that  what  you  object  to  is  the  restriction  ? — A.  Yes,  sir.  I 
object  to  the  fact  that  here  we  have  expended  and  made  it  our  life 
work,  and  have  expended  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars,  and  have 
now  made  a  contract  to  build  a  boat  entirely  on  our  own  responsi- 
bility and  risk,  and  we  are  cut  out?  and  the  Navy  Department  is 
deprived  and  the  Government  deprived  of  getting  the  best  which 
the  country  can  produce. 

Q.  Do  you  object  to  the  number  of  boats  that  are  provided  or 
the  amount  of  the  appropriation  that  isprovided? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  think  that  is  all  right? — A.  Well,  I  claim  to  be  a  business 
man,  and  if  I  could  get  a  share  of  it  I  would  not  object^  but  I  would 
like  to  have  a  little  chance.  I  do  not  obj'ect  to  high  prices — or  good 
prices,  I  should  say,  rather. 

Q.  But  you  think  that  the  number  of  boats  that  might  be  con- 
structed out  of  the  appropriation  is  a  number  that"  would  be  for  the 
advantage  of  the  country  for  its  defensive  and  offensive  military  and 
naval  operations? — A.  I  believe  that  the  submarine  boat  is  the  proper 
means  of  defense. 

Q.  So  that  so  far  as  the  number  that  would  be  concerned  in  this  ap- 
propriation, you  think  it  is  one  that  is  for  the  public  interest? — A. 
Yes,  yes;  I  should  not  think  that  an  unreasonable  number  of  sub- 
marines. 

Q.  From  your  experience  you  think  that  number  would  be  needed 
by  this  Government? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  its  naval  operations  ? — A.  Yes,  sir ;  because  many  of  the  boats 
are  now  out  of  date  which  thev  have,  and  even  eight,  while  I  should 
say  that  practically  all  of  the  boats  built  previous  to  the  Octopu*  are 
now  out  of  date 

Q.  By  out  of  date  you  mean  that  much  better  ones  can  be  pro- 
vided ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  mean  by  out  of  date  that  they  should  not  be  put  in  com- 
mission ? — A.  Well,  I  doubt  if  they  would  be — as  purely  harbor  de- 
fense craft  they  might  be  of  some  value,  but  I  do  not  believe  future 
wars  will  be  fought  very  close  to  harbors.  I  think  we  need  more 
efficient  craft,  that  can  meet  the  enemy  away  from  our  harbors  and 
seacoast  cities. 

Q.  Can  you  estimate  about  how  long  one  of  those  boats  would  be 
in  date,  how  long  it  would  be  regarded  as  a  fairly  up-to-date  vessel  % — 
A.  Well,  from  what  I  have  seen  of  the  boats  previous  to  the  Octopus, 
and  what  I  have  learned  through  the  various  reports,  I  should  say 
that,  in  my  opinion,  they  would  oe  of  very  little  use  to-day  in  actual 
work.  The  Octopus  is  a  very  much  improved  boat  from  the  previous 
Adder  class. 

Q.  There  are  about  twelve  of  them,  I  understand,  owned  by  the 
Government? — A.  I  think  that  perhaps  includes  the  last  lot.  I  think 
there  are  eight  that  I  am  referring  to  that  I  have  considered  out  of 
date. 

Q.  That  is,  the  first  eight  purchased  by  the  Government  you  would 
consider  out  of  date? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Do  other  governments  have  the  same  sort  of  craft  that  would  be 
oat  of  date  ? — A.  Yes ;  England  has  some  boats  of  practically  the  same 
type — that  is,  practically  tne  Adder  class. 

Q-  What  does  England  and  France  and  those  countries  do  that  be- 
lieve in  submarines  and  construct  submarines  ?  Do  they  replace  their 
out-of-date  craft  by  up-to-date  craft? — A.  They  are  increasing  their 
submarine  programme  all  the  time ;  increasing  tne  number  every  year. 

Q.  Just  one  or  two  more  questions  on  this  matter  you  spoke  of  in 
connection  with  Mr.  Flint.    Mr.  Flint  came  to  you  first  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  I  recall  that  paper,  he  has  had  three  different  interviews  with 

fou  recently  in  one  way  or  another,  personally  or  by  telephone  ? — A. 
dont  recollect  the  exact  number.  I  stated  them  in  their  sequence; 
if  it  is  three  that  is  right. 

Q.  Did  you  seek  him  for  any  one  of  these  interviews? — A.  No. 

Q.  He  sought  you  for  all  of  these  interviews? — A.  In  every 
instance. 

Q.  Did  you  bring  up  this  question  of  stopping  this  investigation 
with  him? — A.  No. 

Q.  He  brought  it  up  with  you  ? — A.  He  mentioned  it  in  this  way — 
I  have  stated  it  there — that  they,  referring,  I  presume,  to  Mr.  Rice 
and  Frost,  that  they  thought  we  had  something  to  do  witih  it,  and 
Mr.  Flint  is  a  business  man,  and  he  replied,  "  There  is  no  use  telling 
them  that." 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Flint  tell  you  that  that  was  their  notion  ? — A.  He  told 
me,  or  he  said — he  first  called  me  up  and  he  said,  "  They  want  peace 
and  plenty  of  it."  Then  he  thought  he  was  talking  with  me  at 
Bridgeport  at  that  time.  He  thought  I  was  at  Bridgeport  Then 
he  came  up  and  saw  me.     He  found  I  was  at  the  Engineers'  Club. 

Q.  And  he  saw  you  there  and  talked  this  over? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  he  had  come  from  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
to  submit  the  proposition? — A.  No,  no;  he  said  Browne — in  fact,  1 
am  quite  sure  he  had  not  seen  either  Mr.  Rice  or  Mr.  Frost  at  that 
time.  As  I  understood,  he  said  this  man  Browne  came  to  him  from 
them. 

Q.  He  told  you  that  this  man  Browne  came  to  him  from  them? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  give  Browne's  name? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Hugh  Grant  Browne? — A.  Yes;  Hugh  Grant  Browne. 

Q.  Did  he  state  there  was  anv  authority  from  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  to  submit  this  proposition? — A.  No;  but  I  took  it  if  Mr. 
Frost  and  Mr.  Rice  were  there  waiting  for  his  decision,  whether  he 
would  meet  them  at  the  Gilsey  House  or  somewhere  else,  that  it  must 
have  been  with  their  authority. 

Q.  Did  they  want  you,  as  a  condition  to  that,  to  use  your  influence 
to  stop  this  investigation  ? — A.  I  won't  say  that  they  wanted  me  to. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Flint  at  any  time  in  the  process  of  these  conversations 
a&k  you  or  intimate  to  you  that  it  would  be  a  part  of  your  duty  to 
have  Senator  Bulkeley  or  anybody  else? — A.  No;  Senator  Bulke- 
ley's  name  never  was  mentioned,  as  far  as  I  am  aware. 

Q,  Or  by  you  to  Mr.  Flint?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  an  interview  with  Mr.  Browne? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  an  interview  with  Mr.  Berg  concerning 
these  negotiations? — A.  No.    Mr.  Berg,  I  think,  was  present:  but  of 
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course  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  American  business  at  all,  and 
he  simply  listened  to  what  Mr.  Flint  had  to  say. 

Q.  At  which  one  of  these  interviews  was  he  present  ? — A.  He  came 
up,  I  think,  in  the  afternoon  with  Mr.  Flint. 

Q.  At  the  last  interview  you  had? — A.  I  think  at  the  last  inter- 
view. 

Q.  Did  he  take  any  part  in  this? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  that  he  did. 

Q.  Did  you  express  to  these  gentlemen  at  that  time,  Mr.  Flint  or 
Mr.  Berg  or  any  of  them,  that  you  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  in- 
vestigation?— A.  Yes;  I  told  Mr.  Flint  distinctly  that  I  had  nothing 
to  do  with  it. 

Q.  Did  you  express  to  him  any  regret  that  you  had  that  this  in- 
vestigation was  started  and  under  way? — A.  No;  I  do  not  think  I 
did.    I  do  not  know  why  1  should. 

Q.  You  said  nothing  to  them  about  it  ? — A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Have  you  expressed  any  such  sentiment  to  any  of  the  Connecti- 
cut delegation? — A.  Of  regret? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  have  not  discussed  the  matter  with  any  of  the  Con- 
necticut delegation. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  Senator  Bulkeley  about  it? — A.  I  have 
not  seen  Senator  Bulkeley  since  the  investigation  started. 

Q.  Did  not  you  say  in  your  examination  earlier  that  you  did  have 
a  regret  that  this  investigation  had  started  'I — A.  Yes ;  but  I  did  not 
so  express  it  to  Mr.  Flint. 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  express  it? — A.  Well,  I  don't  recollect  who 
I  expressed  it  to  I  had  a  regret;  I  stated,  I  think,  in  this  connec- 
tion that  we  had  decided  on  a  propaganda  by  means  of  which  we 
hoped  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  Members  of  Congress  the  fact  that 
all  important  governments  had  now  finally  adopted  practically  as  a 
standard  the  type  which  I  first  submitted  to  this  (}overnment  fifteen 
years  ago,  and*  that  we  had  started  that  line  to  inform  them  of  that 
iact.  Of  course,  naturally,  we  wanted  submarine  legislation,  but  we 
wanted  submarine  legislation  that  would  permit  us  to  bid  and  with 
a  chance  of  securing  contracts,  providing  we  were  able  to  meet  the 
Department  requirements,  which  we  knew  we  were. 

Q.  Then  you  do  not  recollect  to  whom  you  expressed  your  re- 
gret ? — A.  No ;  I  do  not.  I  think  very  likely  in  a  general  way — I  am 
inclined  to  think  I  have  expressed  it  to  Senator  Thurston  and  to  all 
the  people  with  whom  I  am  associated. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  whether  or  not  you  have  expressed  that  senti- 
ment to  tliem  ? — A.  Yes :  I  have. 

Q.  And  that  represents  your  sentiment  in  regard  to  this  investiga- 
tion?— A.  Yes.  I  myself  consider  it  a  most  unfortunate  affair  for  the 
submarine  business.  We  thought  when  we  took  this  contract  that  that 
was  a  guaranty  on  our  part  that  we  would  be  able  to  meet  the  con- 
ditions or  any  conditions  which  the  Department  might  set  up,  and 
that  being  the  case,  as  we  were  successful  builders  of  submarine 
boats  abroad,  and  in  this  country  as  well,  because  in  the  recent  trial 
of  our  boat  she  performed  very*  satisfactorily!,  so  satisfactorily  that 
the  commander  or  captain  of  one  of  the  Holland  boats  who  was 
aboard  said  that  it  was  phenominal 

Q.  That  it  met  the  tests  of  the  previous  trial  ? — A.  No 

Q.  The  trial  you  had  in  March  i — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  And  that  the  tests  on  the  trial  in  March  were  equal  to  the  test 
in  May? — A.  No ;  this  was  the  captain  of  the  Porpoise  or  Shark  that 
was  up  there  to  assist  the  trial  board,  and  during  the  trial  he  re- 
quested the  board  to  allow  one  of  their  officers  to  try  and  see  how  they 
could  navigate  the  boat,  and  they  appointed  one  of  those  lieutenants, 
and  he  steered  the  boat  ior  a  number  of  minutes,  and  during  that  time, 
while  he  was  in  the  conning  tower,  where  he  could  not  see  what  was 
going  on  down  below,  in  the  presence  of  the  board  I  had  two  men 
move  from  one  end  of  the  boat,  forward  and  back  again,  which  would 
tend  to  disturb  the  trim  of  the  boat,  and  this  officer  in  the  conning 
tower,  without  knowing  that  these  men  were  moving,  maintained 
his  depth  during  the  period  of  several  minute?  within  6  inches,  I 
think  the  report  states. 

Q.  The  point  is  that  the  general  points  of  excellence  that  you  main- 
tained in  that  test  were  the  average  points  of  excellence  that  were 
required  for  tests  of  last  May? — A.  As  far  as  we  were  concerned 
they  were  very  superior.  Our  boat  did  not  function  as  she  should 
have  functioned  in  the  trials  of  last  May ;  they  were  not  at  all  satis- 
factorv  to  me. 

Q.  £>id  you  equal  the  points  of  excellence  that  the  Octovus  main- 
tained at  that  time? — A.  In  respect  to  maintaining  the  aepth  and 
control  of  the  boat,  running  in  a  submerged  condition,  I  think  it  was 
far  superior  to  the  Octopus  performance. 

Q.  But  you  are  satisfied  that  the  sale  of  your  type  of  boat  would 
be  improved  by  not  having  any  such  controversy  as  this  ? — A.  Most 
assuredly.  It  tends  to  discourage  the  whole  submarine  situation  to 
my  mind. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  I  want  to  ask  you  two  or  three  questions.  You  may 
have  been  questioned  concerning  these  affidavits  when  I  was  not  here, 
bat  on  Friaay,  the  3d  of  April,  Representative  Lilley  laid  on  the  com- 
mittee's table  two  affidavits,  and  on  the  same  day  multiple  copies  were 
fiven  by  somebody  to  the  newspapers.  The  first  is  an  affidavit  of 
am  Ferguson.    Do  you  know  Sam^ Ferguson? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Where  is  he? — A.  He  is  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  it  happened  that  he  preferred  to  make  an 
affidavit  ? — A.  I  caused  him  to  make  an  affidavit. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  cause  him  to  make  it  ? — A.  He  told  me  a 
story  about  when  he  was  employed  on  the  Government  boats,  sub- 
marine boats.  He  has  been  employed  on  a  number  of  them,  I  believe, 
as  a  Governntent  noncommissioned  officer. 

Q.  Where  is  he  employed  now? — A.  He  is  employed  with  us  at 
the  present  time. 

Q.  He  is  in  your  employment? — A.  He  is  in  our  employ  at  the 
present  time.  He  is  the  electrician  of  our  boats,  and  he  recited  to 
me  the  fact  that  it  was  common  for  men  who  were  being  paid  by  the 
United  States  Government  to  work  on  the  Holland  boats  before  they 
were  turned  over  to  the  United  States  Government,  and  that  he  him- 
self had  worked  on  the  Fulton,  and  that  a  number  of  others  had  when 
she  was  being  prepared  to  enter  into  competition  against  the  Pro- 
tector;  and  I  considered  that  while  we  would  be  willing  to  enter  into 
competition  against  a  private  company,  we  could  not  enter  into  com- 
petition against  the  United  States  Government,  and  if  they  were  sup- 
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plying  our  competitors  with  men  to  do  the  labor  that  that  was  hardly 
a  fair  competition.  For  that  reason  I  requested  him  to  make  affidavit 
to  that  effect. 

Q.  You  put  a  stop  to  that  by  employing  the  man  yourself? — A. 
But  when  I  employed  him  the  Government  aid  not  pay  him  anything. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  he  had  done  on  the  torpedo  boats? — A.  He  is 
an  electrician  and  he  worked,  as  he  informed  me — my  recollection 
is  that  he  worked  on  installing  the  battery  in  the  Fulton. 

Q.  Is  he  particularly  expert? — A.  Why,  I  think  so.  One  of  the 
naval  officers  told  me  that  he  considered  him  one  of  the  best  men  they 
had  in  the  service,  and  that  he  was  very  sorry  for  him  to  leave.  He 
has  excellent  recommendations  from  Admiral  Dewey  and  various 
other  officers. 

Q.  What  advantage  would  it  be  to  the  Holland  Company  to  em- 
ploy him  over  any  other  electrician  that  they  might  employ? — A, 
Well,  it  would  save  them  so  much  a  day,  as  I  took  it.  The  Govern- 
ment paid  the  wages  of  the  man. 

Q.  I  understand  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  paid  him. — A. 
No ;  they  did  not  pay  him  anything.  He  worked  on  the  boats ;  he  said 
that  he  never  received  any  money  from  them,  but  others  did. 

Q.  That  was  the  story  he  told  you  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  is  different  from  the 
story  that  he  swore  to  in  the  affidavit  He  said  he  received  wages 
from  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company  or  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany?— A.  Does  he  state  that  he  received  wages? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  did  not  so  understand  it. 

Q.  He  said  in  the  affidavit  which  you  say  you  caused  him  to 
make? — A.  I  did  not  so  understand  it. 

Q.  He  says,  speaking  of  the  crews  and  sailors,  they  received  their 
pay  as  members  of  such  service  and  in  addition  thereto  received  wages 
from  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company  or  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany, that  they  performed  the  full  service  in  their  individual  capacity, 
so  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
or  the  Electric  Torpedo  Boat  Company  to  employ  men  to  perform 
services  performed  by  said  sailors.  This  seemed  to  refer  to  sailors 
and  not  to  himself.  Did  he  tell  you  who  those  sailors  were  ? — A.  He 
mentioned  some  names,  yes ;  and  told  me  that  he  had  worked  himself 
on  the  Fulton.  I  simply  asked  him  to  make  that  because  it  was  where 
they  had  an  advantage  in  competition  with  us.  I  do  not  express  any 
opinion.  I  know  abroad  we  frequently  paid  sailors  in  the  Govern- 
ment to  help  us  out  in  our  work. 

Q.  Who  prepared  that  affidavit? — A.  Mr.  Foster,  I  think.  I  sent 
him  up  to  Mr.  Foster's  office  and  told  him  to  make  a  statement  there. 

Q.  Why  did  you  not  cause  him  to  come  down  here  where  he  could 
be  examined  and  cross-examined  ? — A.  I  did  not  know  that  the  com- 
mittee would  want  to  see  him,  and  I  assumed  that  the  affidavit  would 
be  admitted  as  evidence ;  I  so  understood. 

Q.  How  did  you  understand  that,  from  whom? — A.  I  think  Mr. 
Foster  told  me  an  affidavit  was  always  considered  as  evidence. 

Q.  Would  Mr.  Foster  practice  in  that  manner  in  his  court? — A.  I 
do  not  know;  he  is  judge  of  that  court.  Law  customs  I  do  not  know 
anything  about. 

Q.  I  am  pretty  sure  you  did  not  get  that  from  your  Washington 
counsel. — A.  No. 
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Q.  Well,  now  when  this  affidavit  was  made  before  Mr.  Foster  what 
was  done  with  it? — A.  Well,  now  I  do  not  know ;  perhaps  if  you  will 
permit  me  to  see  it  I  may  then  recollect.  I  do  not  remember  whether 
l saw  it  before.  [Affidavit  handed  to  witness.]  Yes;  I  have  seen  it. 
I  think  I  9ent  that  down  to  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  When  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  the  date.  I  have  a  copy  of  it ;  I 
remember  I  have  a  copy  of  it  in  my  desk  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  This  is  not  so  long  ago,  March  12,  less  than  a  month. — A.  You 
can  not  prove  anything  by  me  as  to.  dates.  I  can  remember  facts 
pretty  well,  but  not  as  to  dates. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  get  the  fact  as  to  when  you  sent  it. — A.  That  I 
can  not  say.     I  presume  Mr.  Neff  can  tell. 

Q.  How  did  you  send  it? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  by  mail. 

Q.  Accompanied  by  any  copies? — A.  No ;  I  have  a  copy  in  my  office. 

Q.  What  did  you  expect  Mr.  Neff  to  do  with  it? — A.  I  expected 
him  to  give  it  to  Mr.  Lilley.  I  think  I  expected  him  first,  perhaps 
I  informed  him,  to  show  it  to  the  Senator.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  did  or  not. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  can  say  to  the  committee  that  I  told  Mr.  Neff 
that  any  facts  that  came  to  the  attention  of  our  people  that  could 
be  verified  bj  affidavit  ought  to  be  so  verified  and  the  affidavit  sub- 
mitted to  this  committee  as  the  basis  for  their  action  in  subpoenaing 
the  witnesses. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  That  was  proper  advice.  You  did  not  advise  them 
to  be  published  in  the  newspapers  first? 

Senator  Thueston.  I  did  not  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  copies  along  with  the  original  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Now  this  affidavit  made  by  J.  C.  Lake;  were  you  present  when 
that  was  made  ? — A.  I  do  not  tnink  I  was  present  when  the  affidavit 
was  made. 

Q.  When  did  it  come  into  your  hands? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  Mr. — well,  I  don't  know  how  it  came  in  my  hands.  I  remember 
the  circumstance  how  the  affidavit  was  made.  I  remember  the  facts 
in  connection  with  that.  Father  came  up  to  say  good-by  to  me 
when  starting  on  this  voyage,  and  in  the  general  discussion  regarding 
the  matter  I  am  inclined  to  think  some  testimony  had  been  pub- 
lished in  reference  to  Mr.  Ferry,  and  then  he  recited  to  me  the  cir- 
cumstances of  his  going  to  see  Mr.  Ferry  himself.  I  never  knew  of 
it  before,  and  he  told  me  he  went  there  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Ennis 
and  I  and  another  one  of  our  directors,  Captain  Wallace,  and  my 
father,  and  I  said  we  will  go  around  and  see  Mr.  Ennis  and  see  what 
his  recollection  is  in  regard  to  this.  He  told  me  the  story  substan- 
tially, I  presume,  as  is  in  the  affidavit.  The  story  he  told  me  was, 
in  substance,  to  this  effect,  that  he  had  learned  that  the  Bridgeport 
Brass  Company,  or  that  their  representative,  Mr.  Ferry,  was  trying 
to  bring  influence  to  get  our  Member  of  Congress,  who  was  our 
legitimate  Representative  if  we  lost  our  representative  here — it 
wemed  to  me  that  anyone  who  is  without  some  one  to  represent  them 
here  is  pretty  bad  off — that  he  was  trying  to  bring  influence  to  get 
our  Representative  to  cease  work  in  our  behalf. 

Q.  Whom  do  you  mean  by  "  our  Representative?" — A.  Mr.  Hill. 

Q.  He  does  not  live  at  Bridgeport. — A.  He  does  not  live  at  Bridge- 
port, but  Bridgeport  is  in  his  district,  and,  of  course,  if  I  wanted 
to  appear  before  the  committee  or  if  we  had  any  bills  that  we  wanted 
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to  submit  or  anything  of  that  kind,  Mr.  Hill  is  our  proper  person 
to  represent  us;  I  so  understand. 

Q.  I  understood  from  Mr.  Lilley — he  may  have  made  a  mistake- 
that  Mr.  Sperry  represented  the  district  in  which  Bridgeport  was 
in. — A.  No;  Mr.  Hill  represented  the  district  in  which  Bridgeport 
was  in.  And  father  said  that  at  Mr.  Ennis's  suggestion  he  went 
over  to  see  Mr.  Ferry  as  to  why  he  was  doing  this.  Mr.  Ferry  told 
him  a  story,  his  excuse — he  put  it  in  the  way  of  an  excuse — that  they 
supplied  large  quantities  of  material  to  the  Fore  River  Shipbuilding 
Company  and  that  he  knew  Admiral  Bowles  and  that  he  was  a  very 
fine  man,  and  all  of  that  kind  of  thing,  and  that  it  was  at  his  sug- 
gestion that  he  tried  to  get  Mr.  Hill  to  be  less  active  in  our  interest, 
who  were  his  constituents.  Father  thought  that  it  was  not  right 
for  one  manufacturer  in  a  city  to  try  to  derive  an  advantage  tor 
himself,  a  comparatively  small  advantage,  for  himself,  at  the  great 
detriment  to  another  Bridgeport  enterprise,  and,  as  I  understand  it 
Mr.  Ferry  tried  to  excuse  nimself  for  taking  that  action  od  the 
ground  that  it  was  at  Mr.  Bowles's  suggestion. 

Q.  You  say,  then,  that  the  affidavit  was  made  in  consequence  of 
some  testimony  which  Mr.  Ferry  had  given? — A.<  There  was  some 
mention;  I  think  mention  of  Mr.  Ferry  had  been  made  in  the 
papers,  and  father  recited  to  me  the  fact  that  he  had  seen  Ferry 
ana  Ferry  told  him,  in  substance,  Mr.  Bowles  said — well,  this  is  the 
way  he  expressed  it,  "  Pull  Mr.  Hill  off  and  we  will  be  able  to  give 
you  orders  for  about  $100,000  worth  of  material." 

Q.  Pull  what  off?— A.  Mr.  Hill;  cause  him  to  be  less  active  in  ad- 
vocating the  interests  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Did  he  pull  him  off? — A.  I  do  not  imagine  he  did.  I  do  not 
think  so,  because  I  do  not  imagine  Mr.  Hill  is  the  kind  of  a  man  that 
would  be  affected  by  any  expression  except  that  which  would  be  to  the 
advantage  of  the  Government. 

Q.  We  have  no  reason  to  think  he  would. — A.  Mr.  Hill  has  always 
taken  the  position  that  it  would  be  best  for  the  Government  to  have 
open  competition  so  that  it  could  purchase  what  would  be  best.  I 
do  not  believe  that  a  consideration  such  as  mentioned  would  have  a 
particle  of  influence  with  him. 

Q.  Then  this  affidavit  was  prepared  rather  in  response  to  the  state- 
ment which  Mr.  Ferry  had  made,  or  in  answer? — A.  Yes;  as  I  under- 
stand it,  Mr.  Ferry  excused  himself.  Mr.  Ferry,  I  believe,  admitted 
to  mj  father  that  he  had  written  a  letter  to  Mr.  Hill  and  asked  Mr. 
Ennis  to  go  down  and  see  Mr.  Hill. 

Q.  This  affidavit  was  made  to  counteract  or  deny  the  testimony 
which  Mr.  Ferry  had  given? — A.  Oh,  that  affidavit  was  made  before 
Mr.  Ferry  gave  his  testimony. 

Q.  And  what  was  done  with  it  when  it  was  made? — A.  I  sent  it 
down  here  to  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  Immediately? — A.  Lam  inclined  to  think  so. 

Q.  So  far  as  you  recollect. — A.  So  far  as  I  recall,  I  imagine  I  sent 
it  down  here. 

Q.  By  mail  ? — A.  I  think  so.  I  think  I  must  have  sent  it  by  mail. 
What  is  the  date  of  it?  Yes;  I  did  not  come  down  here  myself  until 
April  1. 

Q.  Did  you  send  it  with  a  letter? — A.  I  am  not  sure  about  that. 
(Referring  to  Mr.  Neff.) 
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Mr.  Neff.  I  do  not  recollect  of  receiving  a  letter. 

Q.  If  you  did  not  send  a  letter  with  it  you  assumed  that  Mr.  Neff 
would  know  what  to  do  with  it? — A.  Yes;  I  had  reason ;  I  know  Mr. 
Neff  several  days  after  the  investigation  started — I  think  Mr.  Neff 
wrote  me  suggesting  if  we  had  any  information,  anything  of  that 
kind  that  would  assist  in  this  investigation,  it  was  proper  to  give  it, 
md  it  was  with  that  in  view  that  I  secured  those  affidavits. 

Q.  When  was  it  that  you  wrote  that  letter? — A.  That  was  some 
days  after  the  investigation  had  started ;  I  can  not  give  you  a  date. 

§.  You  preserved  a  copy  of  the  letter,  I  have  no  aoubt? — A.  I 
presume  I  very  likely  have  a  copy  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Will  you  let  us  have  it? — A.  Yes,  sir;  if  I  can  find  it. 

Q.  Have  you  the  letter  from  Mr.  Neff  stating  that  affidavits  should 
be  made?  Will  you  let  us  have  that  letter? — A.  If  I  can  find  it  I 
will. 

Q.  You  preserve  your  correspondence? — A.  I  presume  so.  Muctyi 
of  it  I  earned  around.  I  havenx  any  office  hardly ;  I  came  over  here 
temporarily. 

Q.  This  "is  very  recent,  two  or  three  weeks? — A.  Yes;  I  presume 
that  is  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Neff  suggest  particularly  an  affidavit  on  this  point? — 
A  No ;  Mr.  Neff  knew  nothing  about  that.  I  did  not  know  anything 
•bout  it  until  the  morning  that  father  came  there. 

Q.  Then  you  sent  it  to  Mr.  Neff  to  be  handed  to  whom?— A.  I 
think  my  general  instructions  were  that  he  should  confer  with  the 
Senator  in  regard  to  everything.  I  presumed  he  would  refer  it  to 
the  Senator,  and  if  the  Senator  thought  it  advisable  to  go  in,  he 
would  hand  it  to  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  And  Mr.  C.  E.  Adams  made  an  affidavit? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  That  was  sent  to  Mr.  Neff  in  the  same  way? — A.  I  think  so;  I 
am  inclined  to  think  so.    I  remember  the  subject  of  the  affidavit. 

Q.  This  was  for  the  same  purpose,  to  be  handed  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A- 
Tes;  the  story  that  he  told  me  1  think  perhaps  was  something  about 
the  same. 

Q.  That  was  an  affidavit  about  Mr.  Archibald? — A.  About  Mr. 
Archibald. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Archibald  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  he  lives? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  know  in  whose  employ  he  is? — A.  No. 

Q.  How  did  you  ever  hear  of  him? — A.  Mr.  Adams  told  me  about 
him.  My  attention  had  been  called  to  the  fact  that  there  were  a  num- 
ber of  petitions  from  the  chambers  of  commerce  coming  in  from  thei 
Pacific  coast,  and  I  asked  Mr.  Neff  to  get  copies  of  those  petitions. 
This  was  some  time  before  the  investigation  started,  and  I  noticed  the 
petitions  seemed  to  be  very  much  alike,  and  I  assumed  that  they  were 
all  of  one  mind,  and  I  further  assumed  that  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
piny,  in  all  probability,  had  some  agents  but  on  the  Pacific  coast  who 
were  working  up  sentiment  for  submarines,  which  I  would  not  havei 
objected  to,  but  I  did  object  to  the  wording  of  those  petitions,  which 
indicated  that  a  sentiment  was  being  created  for  submarines  exclu- 
sively with  the  Holland  Company. 

Q.  You  did  not  think  then  there  was  any  impropriety  in  their  cir- 
culating petitions  and  working  up  sentiment  in  favor  of  submarines 
pnerally? — A.  No;  but  I  considered  that  our  business  interests  were 
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being  injured  by  their  working  up  a  favorable  opinion  for  exclusive 
legislation,  which  this  seemed  to  indicate  was  being  done,  and  I  re- 
cited my  suspicions,  I  think,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Adams,  and  he 
said  this  about  Mr.  Archibald,  who  had  been  in  our  office  here  in 
Washington,  and  we  knew — I  don't  say  we  knew — but  we  were  satis- 
fied, from  some  of  the  articles  which  Mr.  Archibald  had  published 
over  his  signature,  that  they  were  being  published  in  the  interest  of 
exclusive  legislation  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  and  I  believe 
Mr.  Archibald  admitted  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Adams  that  he  wrote 
those  articles  and  made  some  criticism  of  the  Lake  boat  at  the  sugges- 
tion of  Mr.  Spear,  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company.  I  did  not  consider 
that  fair  competition,  and  I  suggested  to  Mr.  Adams  that  he  put  in 
ah  affidavit  stating  the  facts. 

Q.  You  did  not  think  that  was  fair  competition  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Is  there  any  particular  difference  in  point  of  fairness  between 
one  company  circulating  petitions  or  publishing  articles  favorable 
to  their  own  interests,  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  if  you  please,  or 
Mr.  Archibald,  who  does  not  seem  to  be  connected  as  yet  with  the 
Electric  Boat  Company ;  but  assuming  that  he  was,  is  there  more  impro- 
priety in  his  doing  that  kind  of  thing  in  the  interest  of  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  than  there  would  be  m  Mr.  Skerrett  writing  articles 
in  favor  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company  and  against  the  Electric  Boat 
Company? — A.  That  depends  entirely  upon  whether  Mr.  Archibald 
was  Known  to  be  employed  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  As  I 
understood  it,  he  came  to  our  office  representing  as  being  an  employee 
of  Collier's  Magazine.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  impropriety  in 
any  company  securing  the  services  of  any  men  that  they  may  see  fit, 
unless  those  men  are  identified  with  some  public  concern  like  news- 
papers, which  are  supposed  to  give  unbiased  information. 

Q.  Then  this  affidavit  of  Mr.  Archibald's  was  prepared  and  sent 
to  Mr.  Neff  to  be  handed  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  by  him  to  this  committee 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  condition  of  the  Lake  Boat  Com- 
pany in  the  matter? — A.  My  object  was  to  prove  that  this  demand 
for  boats  exclusively  of  the  Holland  type  were  demands  created  by 
some  one  working  in  the  interest  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company, 
rather  than  spontaneous  demand  which  arose  because  of  the  fear  of 
Japan. 

Q.  You  had  no  objection  to  the  operation  of  the  fear  of  Japan  in 
increasing  the  number  of  submarine  boats  as  a  general  proposition? — 
A.  No;  not  as  a  general  proposition;  no. 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  multiple  copies  of  this  affidavit  of  Clement 
E.  Adams  to  be  published  in  the  newspaper? — A.  No. 

Q.  But  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  made  these  affidavits.  Why  did  you  not 
suggest  to  him  to  come  down  here  and  to  give  us  the  benefit  of  all  the 
knowledge  he  had  on  the  subject? — A.  That  was  the  same  thing,  as 
far  as  he  told  me,  that  affected  the  Electric  Boat  Company  in  any 
way,  and  as  I  have  already  said.  I  understood  from  Mr.  Foster 
that  putting  it  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit,  that  is  practically  all  he 
oould  say,  and  as  he  had  been  ordered  away  on  a  sea  voyage,  I  did 
not  assume 

Q.  Had  he  at  that  time  made  his  plans  for  going  to  sea? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  he  secured  these  accommodations? — A.  It  was  at  that 
time  that  he  told  me  he  was  going.  I  remember  the  circumstances 
now.    He  had  been  to  the  steamship  office  the  night  before,  and  it 
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was  too  late  for  him  to  get  his  reservation,  and  he  was  going  back  the 
next  day.  He  had  left  my  mother,  I  think,  at  the  Hotel  Belmont.  I 
remember  I  went  to  a  dinner  party  that  same  evening  and  went  in  a 
few  minutes  at  the  Belmont  to  say  good-by  to  my  mother. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  speaking  about  submarines,  the  earlier  ones  that  were 
built,  which  you  say  are  out  of  date,  do  you  mean  by  that  that  they 
are  no  longer  serviceable,  or  less  serviceable? — A.  I  should  say  lees 
serviceable. 

Q.  That  is.  what  you  mean  by  out  of  date? — A.  Yes,  sir.  For 
harbor  defense  they  might  be  of  considerable  value  if  the  boats  got 
that  far  up. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 
Q.  Mr.  Lake,  as  a  business  proposition,  if  you  had  won  in  the  test 
a  year  ago,  would  you  have  taken  the  position  that  you  did  that  the 
contract  was  not  exclusive,  or  would  you  have  demanded  that  the 
contract  be  considered  as  exclusive  and  that  you  be  given  all  of  the 
boats  provided  by  the  appropriation? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I 
caught  the  question. 

Q.  Suppose  in  the  test  of  a  year  ago  in  May  that  your  boats  Had 
proved  superior  in  the  opinion  of  ^he  board. — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Would  you  have  taken  the  position  then  that  you  subsequently 
have — that  the  appropriation  should  be  divided  between  the  party 
who  won  and  the  one  who  lost — or  would  you  have  taken  the  position 
that  you  were  entitled  to  the  sole  right  to  sell  boats  under  that  appro- 
priation?— A.  Under  the  interpretation  of  that  act,  which  we  nad 
nothing  to  do  with,  that  amendment,  if  we  had  had  the  superior  boat, 
I  should  undoubtedly  have  taken  the  position  that  we  were  entitled 
to  all  of  it. 

Q.  So  that,  as  a  business  proposition,  you  try  to  sell  whatever  boats 
you  can  to  the  best  advantage  of  your  company,  provided  you  do  the 
right  thing? — A.  Yes.    What  I  objected  to  under  last  year's  legisla- 
tion was,  we  had  built  a  boat  and  notified  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment that  we  were  building  a  boat  under  the  act  of  1906.    Just  the 
same  as  if  we  had  entered  a  horse,  for  instance,  in  a  race.    We  had 
already  paid  our  entrance  fees  to  the  extent  of  in  the  neighborhood 
of  $200,000  for  the  right  to  compete,  and  after  notifying  the  Gov- 
ernment and  building  a  boat  to  enter  under  the  1906  law,  which  was 
a  fair  law,  the  rules  of  the  game  were  changed  and  we  were  shut  out 
and  absolutely  had  no  chance;  in  my  opinion,  from  a  technical  point 
of  view,  of  getting  any  portion  of  that  $3,000,000  appropriated,  or 
$1,000,000,  which  had  been  appropriated  under  different  conditions. 
Q.  So  that  you  would  have  had  a  chance  for  a  fair  show  under 
that  test? — A.  Yes;  under  the  1906  act  we  could  have  submitted  this 
boat,  which  is  admitted  to  have  a  certain  amount  of  merit,  and  is 
admitted  to  have  superior  merit  in  certain  respects,  and  I  think  to- 
day the  condition  in  which  the  boat  is  to-day  is  that  she  is  more  valu- 
able as  a  submarine  for  the  purpose  of  the  defense  of  the  coast  than 
any  vessel  which  is  in  the  United  States  service,  with  possibly  the 
exception  of  the  Octopus,  and  we  were  deprived,  after  having  a  boat 
and  our  entrance  fee  paid,  of  any  opportunity  to  receive  any  portion 
of  our  expenditure  back. 
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Q.  One  thing  more:  From  the  standpoint  of  the  Government,  do 
you  think  it  of  advantage  ever  to  provide  for  a  test  inviting  every 
inventor  and  manufacturer  to  participate  in  the  tests,  with  the  pro- 
vision that  the  winner  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  under 
the  appropriation  that  goes  with  the  test? — A.  No;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  do  not  think  that  is  of  advantage  to  the  Government? — A. 
No ;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  not  think  that  so  far  as  that  appropriation  is  concerned 
you  are  apt  to  get  all  the  points  of  excellence  tnat  an  inventor  has, 
that  you  reach  the  maximum  of  the  ability  to  produce  a  boat  tin- 
der tnat  system,  rather  than  under  a  system  of  open  competition  «m«l 
standards  fixed  of  minimum  and  maximum  excellence? — A.  No;  vpu 
would  get  the  best  that  the  country  produces  if  you  will  throw  the 
matter  open  to  allow  shipbuilders  and  all  inventors — and  we  are  an 
inventive  country — to  meet  the  requirements  that  may  be  set  up  by 
the  Government.  That  might  have  applied  years  ago  when  the  naval 
authorities  did  not  have  any  faith  in  the  submarine,  but  to-day  the 
submarine  is  no  longer  a  mysterious  craft.  The  different  shipbuild- 
ers in  the  country  and  different  inventors  of  the  country  would  bo 
able  to  build  submarines  to-day.  That  is,  there  is  nothing"  mysterious 
about  it  The  only  protection,  in  other  words,  which  submarine  build- 
ers have  to-day  is  the  protection  which  should  be  given  to  them  by 
their  patents.  The  patent  laws  of  the  United  States  grant  a  monop- 
oly for  a  certain  number  of  vears,  and  that  is  the  only  protection 
which  builders  or  inventors  of  submarines  are  properly  entitled  to. 

Q.  You  would  not  believe  in  the  United  States  reserving  the  right 
in  its  patent  laws  to  build  themselves,  would  you  ? — A.  Foreign  gov- 
ernments do  that;  some  foreign  governments  do  that. 

Q.  Do  they  pay  for  the  use  ofthe  patents  when  they  do  that? — A. 
They  have  a  right  to  build  and  set  tneir  own  value  upon  the  patent 
Some  governments  will  refuse  to  grant  you  the  patents  if  it  has  any- 
thing to  do  with  appliances  of  war. 

Q.  Do  they  not  get  as  good  results  by  that  method  as  this  country 
does  by  this  competitive  method  ?— A.  They  may  perhaps  get  better 
results,  but  it  is  hardly  fair  to  the  inventors,  to  men  who  have  devoted 
their  lifetime.  It  is  not  the  principle  upon  which  our  laws  uf  this 
country  are  founded. 

Q.  I  am  speaking  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Government.  The 
Government  can  get  just  as  good  facilities,  can  it  not? — A.  Yes;  the 
Government  can  perhaps  get  better  facilities,  and  at  a  less  price,  be- 
cause I  know  in  my  own  case,  with  two  foreign  governments  par- 
ticularly, the  large  manufacturers  are  infringing  with  impunity. 
They  are  building  practically  after  my  design  of  boat,  and  I  am  not 
getting  anything  from  it,  and  they  do  not  hesitate  to  say  "  we  are 
taking  the  result  of  Mr.  Lake's  experience,  and  we  are  entitled  to  it" 

By  Mr.  Howakd: 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  when  the  Government  gives  an  inventor  a  patent  for 
a  given  number  of  years,  that  is  in  the  nature  of  a  monopoly? — A. 
Yes;  in  the  nature  or  a  monopoly,  which  he  is  entitled  to  for  a  certain 
number  of  years. 

Q.  That  is  what  it  is;  that  is  the  effect  of  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  what  he  gets  for  his  inventive  genius? — A.  That  is  the 
encouragement. 
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Q.  Now,  what  else,  what  other  favor  is  he  entitled  to  out  of  the 
Government  as  a  contractor  for  his  wares? — A.  I  do  not  think  that 
one  contractor  should  be  given  an  advantage  over  another  provided 
he  is  able  to  produce.  I  think  the  Government  should  do  as  all  other 
governments  with  which  I  have  had  dealings — that  is,  specify  special 
requirements,  and  the  man  who  can  meet  those  requirements  at  the 
least  price  is  the  man  who  should  get  the  business. 

Q.  Now,  the  act  of  Congress  as  you  say  changed  the  rules  of  the 
race,  or  the  game,  after  you  entered.  That  is  the  substance  of  your 
illustration  about  the  horse  race. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Congress  changed  the  rule  of  the  game  after  you  had  paid  your 
entrance  fee? — A.  \es,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  it  change  it? — A.  That  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  it  not  set  up  that  certain  specific  points  of  excellence  should 
characterize  the  boat  that  was  purchased? — A.  You  are  referring 
to  the  1907  law? 

Q.  That  is  it. — A.  The  1907  law  set  up — well,  on  the  face  it  was 
fair.  I  am  not  holding  Congress  responsible  in  any  way  for  that  law, 
because  I  do  not  think  they  knew  the  intent  or  purpose  of  it.  I  do 
not  believe  that  any  Member  of  Congress  would  have  voted  for  that 
unfair  law  if  they  had  known  the  intent  and  purpose  of  it.  Thej 
set  up  what  has  been  claimed  to  be  a  law  which  permitted  competi- 
tion in  submarine  construction. 

Q.  And  left  it  to  whom  to  prescribe  the  course  of  tests  of  com- 
petition?— A.  They  stated  that  the  requirements  which  must  be  met 
were  requirements  which  could  be  met  only  by  one  boat  and  that  was 
a  boat  built  by  the  Government  itself,  and  not  fair  to  outside  com- 
petitors. 

Q.  Did  you  not  concede  in  your  testimony  that  the  standard  of 
excellence  which  the  Navy  Department  prescribed — that  you  as  a  com- 
petitor failed  to  come  up  to  it? — A.  Oh,  I  am  not  criticising  the 
Kavy  Department  If  I  had  been  a  member  of  that  board  I  would 
have  made  exactly  the  same  decision  as  they  did. 

Q.  You  say  you  were  not  criticising  Congress  because  in  fact  they 
did  not  know  what  they  were  doing.  Now  you  are  not  criticising 
the  Navy  Department— — A.  Because  of  their  interpretation. 

Q.  Or,  in  other  words,  they  did  not  know  what  they  were  doing? — 
A.  Because  of  their  decision  in  the  interpretation  of  that  law  that 
I  do  not  believe  any  fair  Member  of  Congress  would  have  consented 
!  to  if  he  had  known  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  out  a  competitor 
who  had  paid  his  entrance  fee  for  the  purpose  of  entering  and  then 
change  the  rules  of  the  game. 

Q.  Changed  the  rules  to  read  that  the  best  horse  shall  win? — 
A.  No;  because  they  changed  the  rules  to  mean  in  effect  that  the 
.poorest  horse  should  win,  which  was  two  years  out  of  date,  a  horse 
which  had  been  beaten  by  the  British  Government.  Made  the  stand- 
ard the  Octopus  and  boats  that  could  equal  the  Octopus  and  boats 
which  were  submitted  and  superior  in  every  respect  cut  out. 

Q.  You  ran  a  colt  then  against  a  yearling? — A.  Well,  I  think  we 
ran  a  horse  perhaps  in  a  four-minute  class  against  one  in  a  two. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  I  want  to  ask  you,  Mr.  Lake,  perhaps  I  did,  but  on  this  subject 
of  your  sale  of  your  company  to  the  other,  or  the  sale  of  the  stock, 
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or  anything  of  that  kind,  have  you  at  any  time  had  a  conversation 
with  any  person  other  than  those  you  named,  Mr.  Flint  and  Mr. 
Berg? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  any  at  this  present  time. 

Q.  At  any  time? — A.  I  do  not  recollect 

Q.  Or  any  written  communication  either  to  you  or  from  you  on 
the  subject? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  it. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  have  another  test  of  the  boat  here  a  little 
while  ago,  in  March — how  did  that  come  about? — A.  Immediate!} 
after  the  trials  and  when  I  discovered  the  position  of  the  hydroplane* 
were  wrong  in  the  Lake  I  gave  orders  to  make  certain  modification! 
to  bring  her  up  to  the  standard  of  performance  which  we  had  been 
accustomed  to  m  previous  boats  of  our  types,  with  the  intention  oi 
asking  the  Department  for  another  trial.  What  I  wanted  to  do  wat 
to  restore  my  credit  as  a  designer  of  even-keel  submarines  and  I  weal 
abroad  and  left  instructions  that  the  Department  be  requested  U 
five  us  another  trial  of  the  boat  when  she  was  able  to  perform  as  she 
should  have  performed. 

Q.  You  did  not  make  a  request  of  the  Department? — A.  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  that  the  request  was  made  of  the  Department. 

Q.  Directly,  by  whom? — A.  It  may  have  been  made  by  Senate! 
Thurston  or  my  father. 

Senator  Thubston.  I  can  answer  that.  I  prepared  the  letter  re- 
questing that  new  trial. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  will  say  very  briefly  that  what  I  wanted  was  faj 
see  whether  or  not  any  Member  of  Congress  was  instrumental  in 
securing  that  test. 

Senator  Thubston.  No  ;  that  was  a  matter  of  correspondence  witb 
the  Department.  I  prepared  the  letter,  which  is  now  on  file  in  thi 
Navy  Department  Whether  that  was  signed  by  myself  as  attornej 
for  the  company,  or  whether  it  was  signed  by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  its  vice- 

S resident,  or  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  I  do  not  remember,  but  I  made  thai 
ormal  written  request,  which  will  be  found  in  the  files. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Of  course  I  assumed  that  that  would  be  done  and  1 
was  getting  at  the  question  of  whether  or  not  there  was  any  politics] 
influence  brought  or  attempted  to  be  brought  to  bear  to  bring  about 
the  test. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Lake?— A.  Not  as  far  as  I  am  aware  of. 

Q.  Mr.  Littleton  has  submitted  these  questions,  which  he  desires 
put  to  you :  Were  you  present  at  the  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Na?al 
Architects  and  Marine  Engineers  held  in  New  York  November  2! 
and  23,  1906,  at  which  Mr.  Lawrence  Y.  Spear  read  a  paper  entitled 
"  The  development  of  submarines?  "—A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  take  part  in  the  discussion  which  followed  the  reading 
of  Mr.  Spear's  paper? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  this  pamphlet  now  shown  you  a  correct  report  of  the  paper 
in  question  and  tne  discussion  which  ensued? — A.  I  can  not  answer 
that  question.  I  presume  it  is  a  correct  copy  of  the  report.  That  ia 
the  paper  submitted,  but  I  can  state  that  it  is  not  a  correct  report  oi 
the  discussion  which  ensued. 

Q.  In  what  particular  is  it  not  correct? — A.  The  statements  which 
Mr.  Spear  made  verbally  at  that  discussion,  after  reading  the  paper 
in  reply  to  my  paper  which  I  had  submitted  in  contradiction,  to  9ome 
extent,  of  his  paper — his  verbal  reply  was  quite  different  from  what 
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is  bow  ib  the  record  as  his  reply.    Or,  in  other  words,  he  revised  his 

reply  to  quite  an  extent. 
Q.  Will  you  state  in  what  particular  it  was  changed! — A.  Well; 

the  one  important  particular  that  I  remember  is  that  he  admitted 
,  some  of  his  mistakes,  especially  in  regard  to  the  operation  of  the 
'  hydroplanes,  when  his  attention  was  called  in  my  paper  to  the  fact 
I.  that  the  hydroplanes  did  work,  and  he  said  that  the  statement  which 
^  he  had  made  here  before  either  the  Senate  or  House  committee  was» 
t  due  to  his  youth  and  inexperience,  in  words  substantially  to  that 
l  effect*  I  had  a  stenographer  present  at  that  time. 
f  Q.  You  mean  he  struck  out  his  youth  and  inexperience? — A.  I  am 
[  inclined  to  think  he  did.  The  written  reply  is  quite  different.  After 
.  replying  to  some  points  which  were  raised  he  stated — this  is,  in  sub* 
)  stance,  according  to  my  stenographer— he  said: 


>      I  doubt  very  much  if  I  can  add  anything  to  Mr.  Lake's  interesting  exposition 
,  of  the  type  of  boat  of  which  he  is  sponsor  and  inventor.    I  think  it  is,  perhaps, 
principally  a  difference  of  opinion,  and  I  hardly  believe  we  would  ever  agree* 
It  seemed  to  me,  while  he  was  delivering  his  remarks,  one  might  be  led  to  be- 
lieve I  had  been  guilty,  perhaps,  of  a  little  sharp  practice  in  connection  with 
these  tables.    Now,  I  think  the  paper  states  very  distinctly  my  authority  for 
i  these  tables.    It  states  absolutely  that  there  were  no  official  tests.    The  speeds 
were  taken  from  the  Lake  Company's  own  report  to  the  Navy  Department    I 
have  to-day  for  the  first  time  learned  what  Mr.  Lake's  results  were  with  hia 
No.  1  screw,  and  the  only  thing  I  don't  understand  is  why  Mr.  Lake  did  not 
use  this  No.  1  screw  in  his  official  tests  in  Russia.    I  said  in  my  paper  that  the 
^  official  reports  in  Washington  ascribed  higher  speeds  not  only  to  the  Protector, 
l  but  to  her  sister  ships  as  well.    I  don't  doubt  but  what  Mr.  Lake  can  succeed. 
in  getting  better  speeds  with  better  propellers.    I  noticed,  however,  that  the 
difference  in  speeds  between  what  he  did  here  and  what  he  did  over  in  Russia 
\  was  Just  about  the  same  as  in  the  Fulton  here  and  over  there.    The  ways  they 
\  have  of  running  their  trials  over  there  were  different ;  that  is  sufficient  explana- 
j  tfcm  of  that.    Undoubtedly,  if  there  were  trial  records  available  which  show 
**-■—  speeds  than  I  have  shown  in  my  tables,  they  should  be  changed.    Nothing 


is  further  from  my  wishes  than  to  misrepresent  in  any  way  what  has  been  ao 
!  eompllshed,  but  I  desire  to  lay  before  the  society  not  theories,  but  facts.    The 

statements  I  made,  as  Mr.  Lake  has  quoted  them,  were  made  when  I  was 
'  younger  and  more  enthusiastic.  I  guess  the  joke  1b  on  me.  However,  I  have 
i  never  had  an  opportunity  to  correct  the  proofs  of  that  report,  but  it  seems  I 
f  most  nave  said  something  very  much  like  that.  I  have  just  said,  however,  that 
I  I  limited  my  paper  entirely  to  facts  that  can  be  substantiated.    If  we  are 

to  abandon  that  method  of  comparing  boats,  it  becomes  merely  a  matter  of 

opinion  as  to  whether  one  type  of  boat  is  superior  to  the  other,  and  you  hardly 
,  ever  can  get  people  interested  in  these  things  to  agree.  I  think  the  sensible 
[  thing  to  do  is  to  be  satisfied  with  what  you  have. 

1  It  is  quite  impossible  to  build  a  boat  practically  fool  proof,  but  when  you 
|  eliminate  the  question  of  speed,  you  practically  destroy  her  military  usefulness, 
i      As   to  stability,   I  don't  know  anything  about  the  22-foot  boat  of  which 

Mr.  Lake  speaks,  and  he  will,  of  course,  admit  that  it  is  Impossible  for  me  to 

know  anything  about  it  I  gave  you  merely  the  facts  as  far  as  I  was  able  to 
\  tell  them,  and  as  they  were  given  in  Captain  Hilligan's  paper.    I  did  not 

think  we  were  to  enter  into  any  discussion  as  to  what  was  the  most  stable 
!  boat 

Now,  those  tables  were  made  up  from  a  confidential  letter  which 
I  had  given  to  a  member  of  the  trial  board  at  the  time  we  appeared 
1  at  Newport  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  trial.    We  had  a  very 
inferior  propeller;  the  more  power  you  put  into  it  the  slower  the 
boat  went    That  is  a  strange  fact,  but  it  is  true.    Owing  to  the  fact 
that  the  propeller  was  of  a  large  diameter,  with  thirty-odd  horse- 
power more  she  went  a  knot  and  a  half  less,  because  the  efficiency  of 
,  the  screws  went  down  as  you  changed  the  pitch.    It  was  a  strange 
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thing.  We  insisted  and  wanted  trials  with  that  unfavorable  pro- 
peller to  show  the  various  other  features  of  advantage  which  our 
boat  possessed,  and  as  we  had  built  that  boat  entirely  at  our  own 
expense  and  had  been  under  great  financial  strain  we  felt  that  we 
were  entitled  to  have  some  encouragement  from  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment We  had  been  developing  the  subject  for  years  and  we  felt 
we  were  entitled  to  some  consideration  as  long  as  there  was  no  com- 

getitor  present  and  we  had  built  this  boat  at  our  own  expense.  Mr. 
pear  used  those  tables  and  the  impression  was  given  from  his  paper 
that  that  low  speed  which  he  stated,  3.8  knots,  was  the  best  we  could 
do  with  our  boat,  while  as  a  matter  of  fact  we  had  done  very  much 
better  and  had  recorded  speeds  of  9.3  and  6  knots,  as  against  3.8 
knots  which  he  quoted,  ana  i  na  recent  report  of  the  board  testifies 
our  submerged  speed  was  about  6  knots. 

Q.  Counsel  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  ask  this  question:  Do 
you  not  know  that  the  confidential  figures  which  you  have  mentioned 
were  published  in  the  House  document  before  Mr.  Spear's  paper 
was  prepared? — A.  You  speak  of  confidential  figures.  Those  figures 
were  given  on  the  floor  of  the  House  within  a  very  few  days  after 
they  were  given  to  the  trial  board. 

Q.  Then  the  time  Mr.  Spear  used  them  they  were  not  confidential 
any  more? — A.  No:  they  were  no  longer  confidential,  and  those  same 
figures  Mr.  Spear  has  been  informed  and  knows  better,  and  those 
same  figures  have  been  used  before  this  identical  committee,  not  by 
Mr.  Spear,  but  by  one  of  the  attorneys.  So  the  misinformation  is 
still  being  circulated. 

Q.  Now,  you  have  read  what  your  stenographer  reported  as  a 
correct  copy? — A.  In  substance,  yes. 

Q.  Now.  counsel  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  request  that  this 
pamphlet  oe  put  in  the  record  and  it  will  be  there  side  by  side  with 
that  report. — A.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  would  suggest,  however,  that  we  may  not  be  able 
to  go  into  the  pictorial  business. 

Mr.  Littleton.  With  the  exception  of  those  cuts. 

The  Chairman.  The  printed  parted  of  this,  Mr.  Spear's  remarks, 
will  be  printed  in  the  record. 

Q.  Have  you  any  further  statement  to  make,  Mr.  Lake,  which  will 
throw  any  light  on  this  matter? — A.  No,  I  think  not. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  any  witnesses  that  you  would  like  to 
suggest  that  we  call  that  will  throw  any  light  on  the  subject? 

Answer.  No. 

By  the  Chairman: 
Q.  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question,  for  the  information  of  the 
committee  and  the  House,  and  will  be  glad  if  you  will  put  it  in  con- 
crete form.  What  amendment  or  paragraph  on  the  naval  appropria- 
tion bill  would  you  consider  under  the  present  circumstances  fair  and 
just  to  all  parties  concerned? — A.  I  think  the  general  legislation 
which  aplies  to  surface  torpedo  boats  and  battle  ships,  to  cruisers, 
and  to  all  the  ships  should  apply  to  submarines.  I  know  that  there 
are  two  concerns  in  the  United  States  that  to-day  are  able  to  meet 
the  present  requirements  of  the  Navy  Department,  and  there  may  be 
more.  I  think  any  of  the  competing  companies  are  sufficiently  pro- 
tected by  their  patents,  which  is  the  only  monopoly  which  should  be 
recognized  in  this  country,  to  my  mind. 
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Q.  Would  you  put  your  idea  into  concrete  form  in  the  shape  of  a 
proposition,  or  an  amendment,  that  would  be  suitable  at  the  present 
time,  right  now  ?  What  do  you  think  would  be  fairest  and  wisest 
legislation,  all  things  considered  now,  at  the  conclusion  of  your 

examination  as  to  the  number,  amount,  and  provision A.  I  think 

that  it  is  covered  in  the  bill  which  the  Senator  prepared  and  is 
known  as  the  "  Sperry  bill,"  which  leaves  the  matter  entirely  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Navy  Department  I  am  not  sure  that  it  does. 
[Referring  to  Mr.  Nen.] 

Mr.  Neff.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  it  make  the  Navy  Department  set  up  the  standard  of  the 
requirements? — A.  Yes,  sir.  Let  the  Navy  Department  set  uj>  the 
standard  of  the  requirements.  They  have  had  sufficient  experience 
now  to  know  what  they  want  in  submarines.  All  other  governments 
have  been  setting  up  that  standard  of  requirements.  However,  I 
think  that  tire  Navy  Department  should  have  authority,  if  it  has  not, 
to  send  commissions  abroad  to  see  what  foreign  countries  are  doing 
in  regard  to  submarines.  Foreign  countries  are  sending  commissions 
here.  The  British  Government  has  sent  various  representatives  here, 
and  the  Russian  Government — I  think,  all  of  the  governments.  I  have 
received  this  last  week  a  request  for  information  from  two  important 
foreign  countries.  Japan  sends  commission  after  commission  here, 
and  1  think  that  there  should  be  given  in  this  bill,  or  in  the  act,  if  it 
is  not  already  within  the  Department — I  presume  it  is — to  allow 
their  experts  to  see  what  foreign  governments  are  doing  and  then 
aefc  up  a  standard  and  anyone  who  could  meet  that  standard  should 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  compete,  and  price  should  be  the  only 
thing  for  equal  performance  and  workmanship. 

Q.  The  Sperry  bill,  then,  as  prepared  by  your  counsel,  Senator 
Thurston,  and  now  pending  in  the  House,  emtJodies  what  you  would 
consider  a  fair  and  just  proposition  to  attach  to  the  naval  appropria- 
tion bill?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  many  boats  does  that  call  for? — A.  It  does  not  call  for  a 
number  of  boats,  and  I  do  not  think  the  Department  should  be  re- 
stricted in  that  sense.  If  you  call  for  a  certain  number  of  boats 
with  a  certain  amount  of  appropriation  they  are  very  apt  to  interpret 
that  to  divide  up  so  many  boats  at  so  much.  The  Department  may 
require  one  boat  that  would  be  able  to  make  a  trip  from  here  to  the 
Philippines,  for  instance,  or  they  may  consider  a  number  of  small 
boats  are  to  advantage.  The  technical  men  and  the  fighting  officers 
of  the  Navy  should  get  together  and  decide  those  questions. 

Q.  How  large  an  amount  does  this  bill  carry? — A.  I  think  $2,000,- 
000. 

Q.  Would  you  think,  under  all  the  present  circumstances,  the  pres- 
ent condition  of  our  Navy  and  the  condition  of  the  other  navies  of 
the  world,  and  the  condition  of  our  finances,  a  large  surplus  in  the 
Treasury,  that  that  amount  is  laree  enough? — A.  It  takes  about  two 
years  to  build  a  submarine.  To-day  efficient  submarines  can  be  built 
which  will  offer  the  best  protection  that  I  am  aware  of,  and  that  ia 
the  opinion  of  many  foreign  officers. 

Q.  The  Sperry  bill  then  as  now  pending  would  meet  your  views 
as  to  what  was  a  just  proposition  ? — A.  Yes. 


1118  HEABINGS  ON  HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288. 

Q.  As  to  the  amount  for  this  present  year? — A.  Since  we  have 
made  the  contract  with  this  Government  here  for  a  boat  to  make 
14  knots  and  &£  knots  submerged — we  expect  to  exceed  that  con- 
tract— I  received  a  request  from  a  foreign  government  for  a  boat 
to. make  17  knots  surface  speed  and  12  knots  submerged,  but  I  do  not 
think  we  want  to  go  too  rapidly  in  this  thing.  It  shows  the  demand 
is  becoming  greater  and  greater  for  speed  and  larger  radius  of  action. 
This  Government  demands  30  per  cent  reserve  buoyancy  in  full 
loaded  conditions,  which  makes  an  efficient  seagoing  craft 

The  Chairman.  Is  any  one  else  present,  either  in  person  or  by 
counsel,  that  desires  to  ask  questions  of  this  witness? 

Q.  The  examination  of  the  stock  books  in  executive  session  can  be 
done  at  any  future  time? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  stock  books,  as  I  understand  it,  will  be  here,  so  that  they 
can  be  examined  at  short  notice? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  Mr.  Adams  coming  over  to-morrow  ? — A.  So  I  understand. 

Q.  Would  it  be  possible  to  reach  him  by  wire  and  have,  him  bring 
the  correspondence? — A.  No;  because  they  are  in  my  private  desk,  n 
they  are  there. 

Q.  Would  it  be  convenient  for  you  to  make  the  trip  to  Bridgeport 
now  that  your  testimony  is  over? — A.  Yes;  I  would  oe  very  glad  to 
go  to  Bridgeport. 

Q.  If  you  will  do  that  the  committee,  unless  some  other  questions 
come  up  in  the  future,  the  committee  does  not  care  to  make  any  fur- 
ther examination  of  you. — A.  Will  it  be  necessary  to  bring  them 
down? 

Q.  If  you  send  them  down,  the  letters  which  have  been  referred 
to  in  this  testimony,  and  those  are,  so  far  as  you  know,  they  are 
copies  of  letters  from  J.  C.  Lake,  or  other  officers  of  the  company, 
relating  to  the  contract  of  last  summer  and  the  submission  of  the 
matter  to  the  Attorney-General. — A.  We  have  copies  of  all  official 
correspondence  with  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  What  we  want  particularly  are  the  reports  to  you  as  president 
of  the  company  by  the  local  officer  here,  and  anything  relating  to  the 
submission  of  this  to  the  Attorney-General. — A.  Most  of  those  reports 
would  be  in  London. 

Q.  Copies  of  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake's  letters  would,  of  course,  be  here?— A. 
Yes. 

Q.  Then  the  letters  and  replies  relating  to  those  affidavit A. 

Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  think  that  will  be  all.  If  it  is  necessary  we  can  notify  your 
counsel  if  the  committee  desires  to  ask  any  further  questions,  other- 
wise you  can  be  discharged.  The  committee  regrets  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  keep  you  here  so  long. — A.  It  was  probably  a  good  thing. 

"the  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  to-morrow 
afternoon  at  2  o'clock. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  to-morrow,  Wednesday, 
April  15,  1908,  at  2  o'clock  p.  m.) 


APPENDIX. 

THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SUBMARESES. 

By  L.  Y.  Spbab,  Eeq.,  Mmbbb. 

[Bead  at  the  fourteenth  general  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Naval  Architects  and 
Marine  Engineers,  held  in  New  York,  November  22  and  23, 1906.] 

INTRODUCTORY. 

Four  years  ago  the  author  read  before  this  society  a  paper  cover- 
ing the  development  of  the  submarine  torpedo  boat  up  to  that  date. 
Since  then  the  importance  of  the  subject  has  progressively  increased, 
giving,  rise  to  much  public  discussion,  unfortunately  in  many  cases 
based  on  misconceptions  of  the  subject.  The  object  of  the  present 
communication  is  to  record  the  development  during  the  past  four 
years  and  to  compare  the  results  obtained  with  different  types,  and 
incidentally  to  comment  on  some  much  misunderstood  points.  To 
make  clear  what  follows,  it  will  be  necessary  to  touch  on  one  of  these 
points  now,  viz:  The  distinction  between  a  "submersible*'  and  a 
* 'submarine." 

These  terms  are  of  French  origin,  and,  strictly  speaking,  are  only 
applicable  to  French  boats.  Outside  of  France  tne  fcroad  term  "  sub- 
marine" is  generally  used  to  designate  all  vessels  capable  of  navi- 
gating totally  submerged.  The  word  is  also  used  in  that  sense  in 
France,  but  in  addition  is  frequently  used  in  a  restricted  sense,  to 
distinguish  one  general  type  or  French  boat  from  another,  termed 
"submersible."  The  first  under-water  boats  built  in  France  were 
fitted  only  with  electric  power  and  had  no  heat  engines  for  surface 
propulsion  and  recharging  batteries.  As  these  were  incapable  of 
action  independent  of  tneir  base,  the  qualities  necessary  for  cruising 
on  the  surface,  particularly  at  sea,  were  unimportant;  hence  in  the 
light  condition  (that  is,  with  all  ballast  tanks  empty)  they  had  a 
very  small  reserve  of  buoyancy — qnly  about  4  or  5  per  cent.  That 
is,  in  the  condition  of  maximum  freeboard  they  were  almost  awash. 
This  was  permissible  because  under  the  worst  conditions  at  sea  which 
they  were  apt  to  encounter,  the  boats  could  be  completely  sealed  up, 
as  they  did  not  require  any  air  supply  for  propulsion.  The  first 
of  these  vessels  were  originally  designed  to  submerge  by  inclin- 
ing the  axes  under  the  action  of  stern  rudders  only.  The  pro- 
p  >rtions  of  the  vessels,  however,  were  eminently  unsuitable  for 
tl  is  method  of  submergence,  and  it  was  found  impossible  to  control 
tl  lem  by  this  method  with  any  certainty.  Additional  rudders  were 
tl  erefore  fitted  both  forward  and  aft,  equally  distant  from  the  center 

0  gravity,  so  that  a  vertical  thrust  could  be  produced  in  addition  to 
tl  e  turning  movement  due  to  the  stern  rudders.  Owing  to  the  ver- 
£  ;al  thrust  of  the  side  rudders,  the  vessel  could  submerge  and  rise 
*  th  very  slight  inclinations  of  the  axis.    These  means  were  found 

1  tter  suited  to  vessels  of  the  form  and  proportion  of  those  in  ques- 
t  xi,  and  have  been  adhered  to  ever  since.    In  1899  the  Narvd,  the 
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forerunner  of  a  new  type  for  France,  was  launched.  She  was  termed 
a  "submersible"  because,  in  addition  to  her  under-water  work,  she 
was  especially  designed  to  cruise  on  the  surface  like  an  ordinary  ves- 
sel, steam  engines  Deing  fitted  for  that  purpose.  The  use  of  steam 
engines,  of  course,  involved  comparatively  large  deck  openings  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  air  ana  exhausting  the  products  of  com- 
bustion. To  meet  these  conditions  safely  and  at  the  same  time 
render  the  vessel  sufficiently  habitable  ana  comfortable  in  a  seaway, 
the  reserve  buoyancy  in  the  light  condition,  i.  e.,  all  ballast  tanks 
empty,  was  very  materially  increased  as  compared  with  the  earlier 
boats,  or  "submarines'1  proper.  The  means  for  submergence  and 
control  when  submerged,  1.  e.,  multiple  rudders,  were  identical  with 
the  final  form  of  the  "submarine."  At  that  date,  then,  the  prime 
difference  between  the  "submarine"  and  "submersible"  was  that 
the  former  had  electric  power  only  without  means  for  recharging 
batteries,  while  the  latter  had  not  only  the  electric  power,  but  also 
independent  heat  engines  for  surface  propulsion  and  recharging  bat- 
teries. In  addition,  the  "  submersible  "nad  greater  buoyancy  and 
initial  stability  in  the  light  condition,  and  probably  less  stability 
submerged.  This  distinction  remained  clear  until  a  few  years  ago, 
when  the  French  abandoned  steam  engines  and  adopted  the  Amer- 
ican principle  of  using  oil  engines,  fitting  them  not  only  into  the  new 
"submersibles"  Aigrette  and  Oicogne,  but  also  into  the  "submarines" 
X,  Y,  Z,  and  others,  thus  destroying  the  old  and  main  distinction 
between  the  two  types.  The  names,  however,  are  still  adhered  to, 
as  the  other  differences  noted  still  exist,  though  to  a  lessened  degree. 
The  surface  buoyancy  of  the  "submersible  has  been  materially 
decreased  and  that  of  the  "submarine"  slightly  increased;  and  on 
the  latter  have  been  fitted  raised  bow  superstructures,  flying  bridges, 
etc.,  in  the  attempt  to  increase  habitabuity  and  comfort  in  cruising 
at  sea.  The  means  and  methods  of  submerging  remain  identical  as 
before.  Trials  having  shown  that  the  buoyancy  of  the  latest  French 
"submarine"  is  still  insufficient  for  satisfactory  cruising  on  the  surface 
at  sea,  the  two  types  in  the  future  may  be  expected  to  merge  into 
one,  which  will  undoubtedly  be  termed  a  "submersible.  The 
"submarine"  proper,  as  at  present  understood  in  France,  must  be 
relegated  to  harbor  defense  only.  In  passing,  we  may  note  that 
the  "submersible"  really  originated  in  America,  as  the  Holland  was 
the  first  vessel  built  of  that  general  type.  No  "submarines"  proper, 
except  one  or  two  experimental  vessels,  have  been  constructed  out- 
side of  France.  Those  possessed  by  other  countries,  such  as  Eng- 
land, United  States,  Japan,  Russia,  etc.,  if  they  must  be  classified, 
undoubtedly  belong  in  the  "submersible"  class,  for,  while  their  per- 
centage of  surface  buoyancy  is  somewhat  less  than  that  of  the  French 
"submersible  "  it  is  enormously  greater  than  that  of  the  French 
"submarine.  It  has  been  thought  desirable  to  set  forth  this  dis- 
tinction at  some  length,  as  the  terms  are  often  erroneously  used  to 
distinguish  between  boats  which  by  means  of  multiple  rudders  sub- 
merge on  nearly  an  even  keel  and  those  which  submerge  by  inclining 
the  axis  under  the  action  of  stern  rudders  only.  It  should  be  notea 
also  that  any  conclusions  drawn  from  the  comparative  perform- 
ances of  the  two  types  of  French  boat  are  clearly  not  applicable  to 
the  various  types  of  modified  "submersibles"  outside  of  France, 
whether  these  be  of  the  "even  keel"  or  "diving"  type. 
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DESCRIPTIVE. 

Turning  now  to  the  development  during  the  past  four  years,  we 
find  that  the  most  active  countries  have  been  Great  Britain  and 
France,  with  United  States,  Russia,  Japan,  Italy,  Holland,  and  Ger- 
many following. 

Great  Britain. — During  this  period  1902-1906  Great  Britain  has 
practically  overcome  the  lead  which  France  held  at  the  beginning, 
for,  while  in  the  total  number  of  boats  built  and  building  its  fleet  is 
still  inferior,  yet  the  average  efficiency  is  so  much  higher  as  to  make 
up  for  the  deficiency  in  numbers.  This  arises  from  the  fact  that 
toe  British  boats  have  been  developed  logically,  step  by  step,  from 
the  original  type,  which  were  Holland  boats  of  tne  Adder  type. 
This  development  has  been  continuous,  looking  always  toward 
improvements  in  speed,  radius  of  action,  habitability,  armament,  etc., 
by  successive  increases  in  displacement.  As  the  success  of  each  step 
has  been  demonstrated  in  practice,  the  perfected  type  of  boat  has 
been  reproduced  in  sufficient  numbers  to  form  one  or  two  tactical 
groups  of  five  boats  each.  The  great  advantages  of  uniformity  of 
design  in  the  groups  are  so  obvious  as  to  require  nothing  more  than 
mention,  including,  as  they  do,  not  only  the  tactical  use  of  the  ves- 
sels, but  important  questions  of  organization,  supplies,  spare  parts 
etc.  On  September  1,  1906,  there  were  built  and  m  commission  23 
boats  (5  original  Hollands,  12  modified  Hollands  of  the  A  type, 
6  modified  Hollands  of  the  B  type),  while  18  were  under  construc- 
tion (1  of  the  A  type,  5  of  the  B  type,  11  of  the  C  tjrpe,  and  1  of  the 
D  type,  all  modified  Hollands);  7  more  were  authorized, but  at  that 
date  not  yet  begun.  Owing  to  the  policy  of  secrecy  maintained  by 
the  British  Admiralty,  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  secure  reliable 
information  with  regard  to  the  characteristics  and  performances  of 
these  boats.  Tables  1  and  2  may  be  relied  upon  with  absolute  con- 
fidence only  as  far  as  the  numbers,  type,  dimensions,  and  displace- 
ment are  concerned.  The  speeds,  radii  of  action,  etc.,  may,  how- 
ever, be  taken  as  sufficiently  accurate,  although,  except  in  the  case 
of  tne  original  five  Hollands,  the  data  does  not  come  from  trial 
records. 

Confining  ourselves  to  boats  actually  completed  and  in  service, 
inspection  of  the  table  reveals  the  following:  The  horsepower  of  the 
main  engines  has  risen  from  160  to  600,  the  surface  speed  from  8J 
to  12J,  the  submerged  speed  from  7  to  8£,  the  maximum  radius  of 
action  from  500  to  1,350  nautical  miles.  To  accomplish  these  results 
it  has  Keen  necessary  to  increase  the  displacement  from  122  tons 
to  313  and  the  length  from  64  feet  to  135.  In  so  doing,  the  ratio 
of  length  to  beam  has  been  increased  from  5.4  to  10.  It  was  formerly 
thought  that  such  a  large  ratio  of  length  to  beam  would  necessitate 
the  adoption  of  the  French  me.thod  of  submergence,  viz,  multiple 
rudders,  and  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  this  is  not  the  case,  as 
these  vessels,  like  the  earlier  ones,  are  handled  and  submerged  by 
Btern  rudders  only.  Single  screws  and  electric  power  for  submerged 
work,  with  gasoline  engines  for  surface  propulsion,  have  been  stead- 
ily adhered  to.  In  A-18  an  attempt  was  made  to  substitute  a 
heavier  oil  for  gasoline,  but  it  is  understood  that  difficulties  with 
the  installation  have  prevented  her  completion.  It  is  further  under- 
stood that  gasoline  will  be  adhered  to  until  the  success  of  a  heavy 
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oil  engine  installation  has  been  thoroughly  demonstrated  in  practice. 
It  is  mown  that  in  some  instances,  at  least,  the  percentage  of  buoy- 
ancy in  the  light  condition  has  beck  reduced  below  that  of  the  orig- 
inal type.  There  is,  however,  some  reason  to  believe  that  in  the 
later  boats  the  original  percentage  has  been  reverted  to. 

Table  No.  I.— British  submarines  tn  commission  September  i,  1906. 


Type- 


Original 


Modified 
Holland 
A1-A4. 

Modified 
Holland 
A60-A12. 

Modified 
Holland 
B1-B6. 


Propulsion. 


Armament. 


Single  screw,  i  1  tube;  4-3.56  m. 
gasoline  ana  >     Whitehead, 
electricity. 


.do. 
.do. 
.do. 


1  2   tabes:   4-6  m. 
I     Whitehead. 


.do. 
.do. 


1  is . 


w 


Ft. 

64 


99 


8'       99 

I 

C       135 

I 


si  is 

i  wr 

«    IS    ,£ 

Ft.In.\ 

11  9j    122  7.0 

12  3|    180  7.5 

! 

12  SJ    204  7.75 

I  • 

13  6;    313  8.6 


3 


8.50 
10.25 
11.00 
12.50 


L 

1* 


300 

370 
400 


7.ol   W 

aoj  m 
8.*  m 


950{    9.5)1,310 


Table  No.  2. — British  submarine*  building  and  authorized  September  1, 1906. 


Type. 


Propulsion. 


Armament. 


Modified  >  Single  screw,    2  tubes;     4-5  m. 

Holland       kerosene  and  i  Whitehead. 

A13.              electricity. 
Modified1 do 2  tubes;    5-5  m. 

Holland  i     Whitehead. 

B6-B11.    ,  ■' 

Modified do 2  tubes;     4-6  m. 

Holland]  •  I      Whitehead. 

Cl-Cll.     '                             l 
Modified  I  Twinjscrewgas- . do 

IT  o  lland  ,     olfne  and  eloc-  ' 

Dl.           |     trlclty. 
Modified  , .♦; 

Holland!  I 

D2-D8.     ,  ! 


a  Approximate. 

ft  Authorized  but  not  yet  laid  down. 


Note.— All  speeds  are  designed  speeds. 


France. — As  compared  with  the  eminently  practical  policy  of 
development  pursued  by  Great  Britain,  the  French  policy  affords 
an  illuminating  contrast.  Here  all  that  so  far  has  been  accomplished 
has  been  done  by  the  Government  itself,  and  not  by  private  enter- 
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prise  nor  by  cooperation  between  the  Government  and  private 
enterprise.  As  a  government  can  never  be  as  thoroughly  centralized 
as  a  private  business  concern,  one  of  the  natural  results  of  this  system 
is  a  scattered  effort  over  a  number  of  independent  attempts  at 
solution  of  the  problems  involved,  and  a  lack  of  that  contmuous 
step-by-step  development  which  is  so  essential  to  the  best  results. 
Such  conditions  make  in  a  broad  sense  for  a  vacillating  and  uncertain 
policy  resulting  in  a  heterogeneous  fleet  and  a  multiplicity  of  types, 
two  very  serious  drawbacks  to  an  efficient  fleet.  Thus  while  France 
had  on  September  1,  1906,  a  total  of  99  boats  built,  building,  and 
authorized,  these  already  represent  18  different  types,  many  of  which 
are  of  such  low  efficiency  compared  with  the  best  possible  as  to  be 
practically  a  negligible  quantity.  Of  these  18  types  already  deter- 
mined upon,  12  are  "submarines"  proper  and  6  are  "submersibles." 
There  have  not  been  wanting  keen  critics  in  France  to  point  out 
the  folly  of  such  scattered  efforts,  and  it  is  now  authoritatively  stated 
that  continuity  will  form  an  important  feature  in  future  development. 

Tables  3,  4,  5,  and  6  give  certain  data  with  regard  to  the  French 
"submarines"  as  referred  to  the  date  of  September  1,  1906,  from 
which  it  will  be  seen  that  at  that  time  there  were  40  boats  completed, 
29  boats  under  construction^  20  boats  of  which  the  design  has  been 
selected  but  keels  not  yet  laid,  and  10  boats  appropriated  for  which 
the  design  had  not  yet  been  selected.  For  convenience  the  "sub- 
marines" and  "submersibles"  have  been  separated  in  each  table. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Emeraude  and  Opale,  included  in  Table 
6,  although  completed  on  September  1,  had  not  then  undergone  their 
trials. 

The  above  data  as  to  types,  dimensions,  tonnage,  speeds,  arma- 
ment, etc.,  may  be  accepted  with  confidence,  except  where  otherwise 
noted. 

"Submarines"  proper. — The  most  significant  thing  revealed  by  the 
tables  concerning  this  group  is  the  entire  absence  of  any  systematic 
development.  This  is  best  illustrated  by  the  abrupt  variations  in 
displacement  which,  beginning  with  30  tons,  rose  to  270,  fell  to  146. 
rose  to  185,  fell  to  70,  rose  to  168  and  202,  fell  to  45  and  21,  and 
again  rose  to  212  and  398.  Other  features  worthy  of  notice  are  as 
follows:  Since  1901  no  submarines  dependent  upon  electric  power 
only  have  been  laid  down,  all  subsequent  vessels  being  fitted  with 
oil  engines  also.  Apparently  the  prime  object  in  fitting  them  has 
been  to  render  the  boats  independent  of  shore  plants  for  charging 
batteries,  as  the  necessary  freeboard,  buoyancy,  and  fuel  supply  for 
extended  sea  work  have  not  been  supplied.  The  oil  engines,  which 
are  known  to  be  operating  successfully,  are  gasoline  engines.  Data 
as  to  behavior  of  the  heavy  oil  engines  which  are  being  tried  are  not 
available.  The  small  submarine  Q-l,  of  21  tons,  is  intended  to  be 
hoisted  on  board  a  large  transport,  though  the  details  of  the  method 
and  gear  for  hoisting  nave  not  yet  been  worked  out.  This  experi- 
ment does  not  seem  to  offer  much  promise,  as  21  tons  is  certainly 
too  small  a  displacement  for  efficient  work  under  service  condi- 
tions. In  the  submarine  Y  an  attempt  is  to  be  made  to  increase  the 
submerged  speed  and  endurance  by  substituting  a  heat  engine  for 
the  electric  motor  and  batteries.  The  same  engine  is  used  as  for  sur- 
face propulsion,  special  means  being  provided  for  furnishing  the  neces- 
sary oxygen  and  disposing  of  the  products  of  combustion.  No  in- 
formation is  available  as  to  when  this  vessel  will  be  ready  for  trials. 
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Table  No.  3.— French  "submersible* "  in  commission,  September  1, 1906. 


Type. 


Narval.... 

Btxene 

Aigrette.. 


Propulsion. 


Single  screw,  steam  and 

electricity. 

....do..... 

Single  sorew,  gasoline 

and  electricity. 


Ft  In. 
Ill    6 

HI    6 
118   0 


Ft  In. 
11     2 


13     4 
13    10 


Tons. 
200 


346 
202 


n 


Tons. 
110 


154 
175 


\i 


Knots. 
«13.0 


H2.0 
8.7 


Knots. 
«8>0 


a  8.0 
6.3  i 


i 


10 

i 


a  Doubtful. 


Table  No.  4. — .FVencft  "au&martTW*  in  commission,  September  1, 1906. 


Type. 


Gymnote 

Gustavo  Zeclee. 

Morse. 

Farfadet. 

Nalde 


X 

Z 

Emeraude. 


Propulsion. 


screw,  elec- 
tricity. 

do 

....do 

....do 

Single  screw,  gaso-' 
line  and  elec- 
tricity. 

Twin  screw,  gaso- 
line and  elec- 
tricity. 

Single  screw,  gaso- 
line and  elec- 
tricity. 

do.. 


None. 

3 
3 

4 
2 


Ft.  in. 
£6    6 

150  0 

118  0 

136  0 

74  0 


123  0 
136  0 
146    6 


Ft-  w. 
5    11 

10  10 

0  0 

0  6 

7  5 


10  3 
0  10 
12    10 


I  I 

[a  Designed.  1 


*S 


Tons, 
30 

270 
146 
185 
70 


168 
202 
398 


«r 


h 
si 


r 


-h 


Tons. 


Knots. 
6 


8 


8 

8.5 
8.3 
a  12 


Knots. 
4 


6 

&8 
06 
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Table  No.  5. — French  "submersible*"  building  and  authorized,  September  19  1906. 


Type. 

Propulsion. 

No. 

Arma- 
ment 
tubes 
and  ex- 
terior 

Length, 

Beam. 

Dis- 
place- 
ment 
sub- 
merged. 

Dis- 
place- 
ment 
surface 
light. 

Maxi- 
mum 
surface 
speed. 

Sub- 
merged 

3  hours. 

ing  ap- 
para- 
tus. 

0*"^ 

Single  screw,  special 

oil  engines. 
do.. 

1 

2 

18 

620 
dO 

4 

7 
7 

7 

FL  m. 
160   6 

156   0 
168    0 

166    0 

JR.  Ml. 

13   9 

16    1 
16    4 

16    4 

Tons. 
809 

500 
550 

550 

<*700 

Tons. 
212 

850 
400 

d400 
550 

Knots. 
11 

12 
13 

18 
*15 

Knots. 
8 

Ches 

8 

QO-OJ80,     Q«- 
QJ0-Q89 

Single  screw,  steam 
engine  and  special 
oil  engine.* 

8 

8 

QfiO-Qtt 

*8 

v^W                | 

•Doubtful. 

»  Keels  not  laid,  but  design  fixed. 


c  Authorized,  but  design  not  finally  fixed. 
*  Approximate. 


Note.— AH  speeds  are  "designed"  speeds. 

Table  No.  6. — French  "submarines' 


building,  September  1,  1906. 


Type. 


Propulsion. 


Goepe. 
Q6L... 


screw,  special 


Single  screw,  gaso- 
line and  electricity. 

Single  screw,  special 
ou  engine. 


Sub- 
merged 
speed, 
3  hours. 


Note,— All  speeds  are  "designed1'  speeds. 

When  we  remember  the  facts  that  the  earlier  boats  in  this  group 
have  electric  power  only,  that  the  Naide  class  have  a  displacement  of 
only  70  tons  with  a  small  radius  of  action,  and  that  X  and  Z  are  defi- 
cient in  seaworthiness,  radius  of  action,  and  speed  submerged,  it  is  easy 
to  see  that  none  of  them  fulfill  modern  requirements  to  a  reasonable 
degree,  and  so  must  be  relegated  to  the  second  line,  and  used  for  harbor 
defense  in  the  limited  sense. 

It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  six  vessels  of  the  Emeraude  class 
will  demonstrate  on  trial  the  possession  of  the  important  qualities 
lacking  in  the  earlier  boats.  Ii  not,  then  we  must  look  to  the  group 
of  "submersibles"  for  efficient  vessels,  measuring  up  to  the  standard* 
elsewhere  attained. 

"  Submersibles." — In  the  history  of  the  construction  of  this  group 
a  definite  policy  is  visible,  free  from  the  erratic  steps,  to  the  side  and 
backward,  so  conspicuous  in  the  history  of  the  "submarine"  proper. 
Each  successive  type  has  been  marked  by  an  increased  displacement 
over  the  preceding  one  until,  from  the  original  200  tons,  vessels  are  now 
building  of  550  tons.  The  main  features  of  the  original  have  been 
closely  adhered  to,  except  that  in  some  cases  oil  engines  have  replaced 
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steam  engines,  and  in  at  least  one  case,  the  Omega,  as  in  the  submarine 
Y,  an  attempt  will  be  made  to  dispense  with  electric  power  altogether. 

So  far  as  boats  now  completed  are  concerned,  the  designer's  efforts 
have  been  principally  concentrated  on  a  reduction  in  the  tune  required 
to  submerge  from  the  light  condition.  For  the  first  vessel,  the  Norvdj 
twenty  minutes  were  required  for  this  operation,  a  period  which  was 
at  once  recognized  as  being  entirely  inadmissible.  The  reason  lies  in 
the  fact  that  destroyers  and  large  torpedo  boats  may  be  counted  on  to 
ran  a  knot  in  about  two  and  one-half  minutes,  so  that  to  avoid  destruc- 
tion by  such  vessels  the  Narval  would  be  obliged  to  sight  them  when 
distant  from  8  to  9  miles,  a  practical  impossibility  under  service  condi- 
tions. In  the  Sirene  class  this  time  was  reduced  to  ten  minutes,  and 
finally  in  the  Aigrette  and  Oicogne  to  five  minutes.  In  affecting  tins 
reduction  the  two  most  important  factors  have  been  as  follows,  viz, 
first,  the  substitution  of  oil  engines  for  steam  engines;  and  second,  the 
reduction  of  the  excessive  reserve  buoyancy  in  the  light  condition, 
thus  reducing  the  amount  of  water  and  hence  the  time  required  to  fill 
tanks.  Under  the  circumstances,  the  return  to  steam  engines  in  the 
Q-51  class  would  appear  to  be  a  mistake,  unless  some  new  method  of 
installation  has  been  found,  free  from  the  faults  of  the  original.  The 
reduction  of  reserve  buoyancy,  however,  goes  on  progressively,  that  of 
the  Q-61  class  being  only  one-half  of  that  of  the  Narval.  As  excessive 
boujrancy  not  only  mcreases  the  time  required  to  submerge,  but  is  only 
obtained  at  the  expense  of  other  qualities,  the  reduction  may  be  ex- 
pected to  go  on  until  the  lowest  limit  compatible  with  satisfactory  sea- 
going qualities  is  reached. 

Oneother  feature,  characteristic  of  both  the  "submersible' '  and  "sub- 
marine," is  worthy  of  note;  that  is,  the  armament.  Owing  to  pecul- 
iarities of  form  and  proportion  the  installation  of  internal  tubes  is 
somewhat  limited  ana  recourse  has  been  had  in  many  cases  to  exterior 
launching  apparatus.  This  system,  while  it  materially  simplifies  the 
work  of  the  designer,  is  much  inferior  to  the  internal  tube  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons:  First,  firing  accuracy  is  inferior;  second,  torpedo  is 
exposed  to  mechanical  injury;  third,  torpedo  is  entirely  inaccessible 
when  submerged. 

Russia. — Stimulated  by  the  needs  of  the  war  with  Japan,  Russia 
has  hurriedly  accummulated  a  fleet  of  28  boats,  of  which  19  are  com- 
pleted and  in  commission,  and  9  are  building.  Thirteen  of  the  boats 
completed  are  of  American  design,  7  of  the  so-called  "Holland" 
boats,  and  6  "Lake"  boats.  During  the  war  14  of  these  vessels 
were  transported  from  St.  Petersburg  to  Vladivostok  on  the  Sibe- 
rian railway.  Special  trucks  were  built  to  accommodate  them 
and  the  boats  were  shipped  in  a  completed  condition  except 
that    their    conning    towers    were    removed    to  permit    of    their 

Sassage  under  bridges  and  through  tunnels.  As  the  Japanese 
id  not  attack  Vladivostok,  these  vessels  had  no  opportunity  to 
demonstrate  their  qualities  in  an  actual  engagement.  They  were, 
however,  kept  steadily  employed  in  outpost  picket  duty,  their  farthest 
station  being  about  150  miles  from  Vladivostok.  The  vessels  held 
their  outpost  positions  normally  for  periods  of  from  three  to  five  days, 
but  were  occasionally  required  to  hold  position  for  two  weeks  without 
returning  to  the  base  for  supplies.  It  is  noteworthy  that,  although 
this  flotilla  was  very  hurriedly  assembled  and  the  crews  and  command- 
ing officers  had  verv  inadequate  experience  in  the  management  of  sub- 
marines, nevertheless  only  two  serious  accidents  occurred,  both  of 
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these  being  in  boots  of  Russian  design.    Table  7  gives  such  particulars 
as  are  available  with  regard  to  the  Russian  boats. 


Tabls  No.  7. 

— ^/^ttMtan  mbmarine*  built  and  building,  September  1,  1906. 

Type. 

No. 

Length. 

Beam. 

Dis- 
place- 
ment, 

sub- 
merged. 

Sur- 
face 
■peed. 

Sub- 
merged 
speed. 

Time 
to  sub- 
merge. 

Propulsion. 

Beotric    Boat     Co., 

Type7-P. 
Late  type  Protector.. 

7 
6 
6 

Ft.  In. 
67    0 

67    6 

77    0 

Ft.  In. 

11  10 

12  6 
14   0 

Tons. 
122 

174 

176 

Knot*. 
9.5 

7.6 

Knott. 

7.4 

4.6 

Min- 
utes. 
3.6 

20 

Single  screw,  gasoline 
and  electricity. 

Twin  screw,  gasoline 
and  electricity. 
Do. 

«1 
al 

Dti-hM, , , ,  . 

itt 
260. 

lfiO 

Special  oil  motor. 
Kamam^  &nd  electric- 

Dc  l«l 

PYqaevfllay 

•3 
a4 
20 

1 

131    0  |    10    6 

ity. 
Twin  screw,  gasoline 
and  electricity. 

Wtai 

I 
»120    0  i »M0 

•  Building. 


b  Doubtful. 


Japan. — The  Japanese  fleet  consists  of  five  so-called  "Holland" 
boats  of  the  following  dimensions  and  particulars:  Length,  67  feet; 
beam,  11  feet  10£  inches;  displacement  submerged,  123  tons;  dis- 
placement light,  104  tons;  speed  on  the  surface  light,  9  knots;  maxi- 
mum radius,  500  knots;  speed  submerged,  7  knots;  radius  full  speed, 
28  knots;  radius  at  reduced  speed,  90  knots. 

These  vessels  were  ordered  in  the  summer  of  1904,  and,  after 
erection,  were  knocked  down  for  shipment.  They  were  not  com- 
pleted until  late  in  the  summer  of  1905,  and  peace  was  declared  before 
there  was  an  opportunity  to  employ  them  in  service.  There  are 
under  construction  in  Japan  two  smaller  submarines,  understood  to  be 
from  the  designs  of  Mr.  J.  P.  Holland.    The  first  boat  has  been  under- 

Soing  trials  for  many  months,  but  has  not  yet  been  accepted  by  the 
apanese  Government. 

uoUand. — The  Dutch  Government  has  begun  the  construction  of 
submarines,  the  first  of  which  has  recently  been  accepted  after 
exhaustive  trials  in  the  North  Sea.  This  is  of  the  same  design  and 
dimensions  as  those  furnished  to  Japan. 

Germany. — Within  the  past  four  years  considerable  activity;  has- 
been  manifested  in  Germany,  both  by  the  Government  and  by  private 
firms.  The  Germania  yara  at  Kiel,  controlled  by  the  Krupps,  has 
built  and  is  experimenting  with  a  vessel  designed  by  M.  R.  D'Eque- 
villay,  of  about  240  tons  displacement.  It  is  understood  that  this 
vessel  has  been  subject  to  many  alterations  and  has  not  yet  reached 
its  final  form,  although  it  is  expected  that  it  will  soon  be  ready  for 
trials  after  radical  changes.  The  German  Government  has  set  aside  a 
fond  for  the  development  of  the  submarine,  and  it  is  understood  that 
the  vessel  built  at  Krupps  will  be  tried  by  the  Government.  The 
Government  itself  is  building  an  experimental  boat,  understood  to  be 
160  feet  long  and  330  tons  displacement,  and  it  is  likely  that  the  con- 
struction of  vessels  of  another  successfully  demonstrated  type  will 
soon  be  undertaken. 

Italy. — Reliable  information  as  to  the  Italian  boats  is  not  available. 
Even  the  exact  number  completed  and  under  construction  is  not. 
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known.  This  is  reported  by  some  authorities  as  six  and  others  as 
nine.  The  published  data  with  regard  to  the  particulars  of  the  boats 
is  so  conflicting  as  to  be  unworthy  of  reproduction,  and  is  therefore 
omitted  from  this  communication.  It  is  believed  that  the  boats  do 
not  differ  materially  from  the  French  types,  although  it  is  reported 
that  in  one  instance  down-haul  screws  have  been  used  to  obtain  sub- 
mergence instead  of  horizontal  rudders. 

United  States. — No  additions  have  been  made  to  the  fleet  in  com- 
mission during  the  period  already  mentioned,  although  four  vessels 
have  been  ordered  which  are  now  undergoing  trials  at  the  hands  of 
the  builders,  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  ana  will  soon  be  added  to 
the  Navy  Register.  These  vessels  are  the  Viper,  Outtlefish.  Tarantula. 
and  Octopus,  the  first  three  of  which  are  sister  ships,  ana  larger  and 
faster  developments  of  the  vessels  now  in  commission;  and  the  last, 
the  Octopus,  is  a  still  larger  development.  The  contracts  for  these 
vessels  unfortunately  prevent  the  author  from  giving  detailed  infor- 
mation about  them,  as  such,  at  present.  Table  8  gives  available 
particulars  of  the  United  States1  fleet. 


Table  No.  8. — United  States  submarines  built  and  building,  September  1, 1906. 

Type. 

Propulsion. 

No. 

Length. 

Ft.  In. 
53  10 

64    0 

Beam. 

Dis- 
place- 
ment, 

sub- 
merged. 

Bar-  1^- 

f ace      mmn 

J23    surface 

■P***   radius. 

Sab- 
merged 

speed 

four 
hours. 

Maxl- 

merged 
radios. 

Holland... 
Adder 

Single  screw,  gasoline, 
do..." 

1 

7 

ol 

12 

-Ft  In. 

10  3 

11  9 

Ton*. 
75 

122 

Knot*.   Knot*. 
6     i 

8.5  |       500 

Knot*. 
5 

7 

Knot*. 
90 

Viper 

OOtOpilB... 

1 

1 

1 

a  Building  by  Electric  Boat  Company. 

The  order  for  the  four  new  vessels  was  placed  as  a  result  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  Fulton,  owned  by  the  same  company,  in  open  com- 
petitive tests  held  by  the  Navy  Department  off  Newport  in  June, 
1904.  As  no  other  private  competitor  accepted  the  conditions  of  the 
trials,  the  results  obtained  were  compared  with  those  obtained  by 
Government  vessels  of  the  Adder  type  furnished  by  the  same  com- 
pany. The  board  found  the  Fulton  at  least  equal  to  the  Adder  class 
m  every  respect  and  superior  in  15  different  respects. 

As  the  Fulton  was  originally  a  duplicate  of  the  Adder  class  and  some 
surprise  has  been  expressed  at  this  result,  it  is  pertinent  to  state  that 
the  Fulton,  prior  to  her  trials  off  Newport,  had  been  subjected  to 
numerous  and  quite  radical  changes,  although  the  hull  proper  and 
portions  of  the  machinery  remained  unaltered.  These  changes  were 
all  designed  to  remedy  deficiencies  in  the  original  type  due  to  a  lack 
of  understanding  on  the  part  of  the  designer  as  to  actual  conditions 
to  be  met  in  service.  The  final  result  was  a  very  considerable  im- 
provement in  efficiency  under  service  conditions  at  sea.  The  trials 
in  question  included  all  of  the  operations  required  in  service,  and  all 
of  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  Department  were  successfully  met. 

The  requirements  of  the  most  interesting  trial  were  as  follows: 
Vessel  to  leave  torpedo  station,  Newport  Harbor,  and  proceed  full 
speed  in  the  light  condition  to  a  stake  boat  anchored  in  the  open  sea 
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off  Point  Judith^  there  to  submerge  and  find  and  attack  a  target  10 
nautical  miles  distant  to  seaward,  consisting  of  two  ship's  cutters  300 
feet  apart  and  marked  generally  by  the  yacht  Hist,  located  250  yards 
to  the  west  of  the  target.  All  observations  during  this  attack  were 
required  to  be  made  by  the  periscope,  no  exposure  of  the  vessel  itself 
or  conning  tower  being  allowed.  As  it  was  reared  that  the  torpedoes 
might  be  Tost,  none  were  actually  to  be  fired  at  the  target,  but  m  lieu 
thereof  the  vessel  was  required  to  expose  her  periscope  within  torpedo 
range,  then,  submerging  the  periscope,  to  pass  through  the  target  in 
order  to  show  that  sue  was  properly  pointed.  After  passing  through 
the  target  the  boat  was  required  to  return,  submerged,  round  a  stake 
boat  3  miles  distant  and  again  attack  the  target,  making  observations 
this  time  from  the  conning  tower  only,  the  eyepiece  of  the  periscope 
being  removed.  Completing  this  attack  she  was  to  return  over  the 
course  submerged,  then  pass  to  the  light  condition  and  proceed  under 
her  main  engines,  charging  batteries  while  underway.  After  charging 
batteries  she  was  required  to  remain  submerged  for  twelve  hours;  the 
whole  trial  to  continue  over  at  least  twenty-four  continuous  hours, 
during  which  the  vessel  and  crew  should  be  entirely  self-sustaining. 
These  conditions  the  boat  easily  met,  being  submerged  about  fifteen 
and  one-half  hours  out  of  the  twenty-four  and  cruising  on  the  surface 
the  other  eight  and  one-half  hours.  During  the  twelve  hours1  con- 
tinuous submergence  the  full  crew  and  one  observer  were  on  board. 
No  fresh  air  was  supplied  except  at  the  end  of  the  test,  and  then  not 
of  necessity,  but  to  demonstrate  the  efficiency  of  the  apparatus  pro- 
vided for  that  purpose.  The  average  depth  maintained  during  the 
attack  was  20  feet,  sufficient  to  entirely  submerge  the  periscope,  but 
showing  at  all  times  a  flag  carried  on  an  extension  mast.  During  the 
10-mile  run  to  the  target  the  periscope  was  momentarily  exposed  at 
intervals  of  about  2  miles  to  observe  the  movements  Qf  passing  ves- 
sels and  to  locate  the  target,  which,  on  account  of  its  small  size  and 
lack  of  elevation,  was  difficult  to  puick  up.  The  final  observation 
was  made  at  a  distance  of  825  yards  from  the  target.  During  the  run 
a  meal  was  prepared  and  served  to  the  crew. 

The  improvements  made  by  the  builders  in  the  Fulton  have  subse- 
quently been  applied  to  the  Plunger,  Porpoise,  and  Shark,  in  the 
hands  of  the  Government,  with  good  results. 

It  should  also  be  stated  that  the  vessels  furnished  by  the  same  com- 
pany to  Japan,  Russia,  and  other  foreign  governments  of  this  size 
(designated  type  7-P)  are  substantially  duplicates  of  the  modified 
Fulton,  but  have  somewhat  higher  speeds  and  carry  torpedoes  5 
meters  in  length  instead  of  3.55. 

Since  the  author's  previous  communication  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  has  completed  and  tried  the  Protector  and  several  sister 
ships  of  the  type  referred  to  on  page  336  of  the  proceedings  for  1902. 
A  fairly  complete  description  of  this  vessel  will  be  f  ound  in  a  paper  by 
lieutenant  Halligan,  U.  S.  Navy,  in  the  Journal  of  the  American  Society 
of  Naval  Engineers,  volume  15,  No.  4,  from  which  the  following  par- 
ticulars are  taken:  Length  over  all,  67  feet  6  inches;  spindle  beam, 
11  feet  2  inches;  extreme  beam,  14  feet  2  inches;  submerged  dis- 
placement, 174  tons;  horsepower,  main  engines,  240;  electric  horse- 
power for  three  hours,  75;  metacentric  height  submerged,  7.3  inches. 

It  was  expected  that  this  vessel  would  take  part  in  the  competitive 
trials  at  Newport.    Although  originally  entered,  she  was  eventually 
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withdrawn  by  the  owners  without  trials,  so  that  there  are  no  official 
data  available  as  to  her  trials  in  the  United  States.  Reliance  most 
therefore  be  placed  upon  results  reported  by  her  owners,  checked  as 
far  as  possible  by  the  results  obtained  on  trials  in  Russia.  The  most 
noteworthy  feature  of  this  boat  was  her  failure  to  realize  her  designer's 
expectations  as  to  speed  and  radius  of  action,  especially  submerged 
She  was  designed  for  a  surface  speed  of  10  knots  in  the  light  condition 
with  a  radius  of  action  of  350  knots  at  that  speed,  and  a  submerged 
speed  of  7  knots  with  a  radius  of  action  of  21  knots  at  that  speed. 
Her  actual  speeds  over  the  measured  mile  at  Newport,  as  reported  by 
her  owners  to  the  Navy  Department,  were  as  follows:  In  the  light 
condition  under  the  main  engines,  7.44  knots;  in  the  submerged  con- 
dition, 3.8  knots. 

Her  deficiency  in  surface  speed  would  reduce  her  radius  of  action 
from  350  knots  to  250.  To  maintain  the  submerged  speed  of  3.8 knots, 
100  horsepower  was  required.  At  that  rate  the  maximum  endur- 
ance of  the  battery  could  not  exceed  two  and  one-half  hours,  giving 
the  boat  a  total  radius  of  action  submerged  of  only  9}  knots  at  a 
speed  of  3.8  knots  instead  of  21  knots  at  a  speed  of  7  knots,  as  designed. 
The  time  required  to  submerge  from  the  light  condition,  as  reported 
by  various  observers,  was  about  20  minutes. 

These  inferior  results  as  to  speed  were  ascribed  by  the  inventor  to  a 
defect  in  the  design  of  propeller,  but  as  substantially  the  same  results 
were  later  achieved  in  Russia  after  the  propellers  had  been  changed, 
and  as  these  data  are  verified  by  results  obtained  from  sister  ships, 
they  must  be  accepted  as  the  best  of  which  the  design  is  capable.  It 
is  true  that  the  speeds  accredited  to  this  class  on  official  trials  in 
Russia  were  somewhat  higher  than  the  figures  obtained  here,  but  as 
the  results  accredited  to  the  Fulton  and  other  boats  of  her  type  tried 
under  the  same  conditions  in  Russia  also  exceed  the  results  obtained 
here  by  about  the  same  amount,  the  difference  may  safely  be  put 
down  to  differences  in  the  methods  of  conducting  trials  and  recording 
results. 

The  Lake  Company  has  recently  completed  a  new  vessel  of  the 
same  general  type  as  the  Protector,  but  of  increased  length  and  dis- 
placement. Her  particulars,  so  far  as  the  author  is  aware,  have  not 
yet  been  made  public,  nor  are  any  data  available  as  to  the  results  of 
trials. 

SUMMARY,    COMPARISONS,    ETC. 

Summing  up,  we  find  the  total  number  of  submarines  now  in  com- 
mission in  the  navies  of  the  world  to  be  about  104,  with  100  more 
authorized  and  building,  making  a  grand  total  of  204,  divided  as  per 
the  following  table,  where  the  countries  are  set  down  in  the  order  of 
the  number  of  boats: 

France 99 

England 48 

Russia 28 

United  States 12 

Italy 9 

Japan 5 

Sweden 2 

Holland 1 

Total ~2W 
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Any  attempt  to  make  a  careful  estimate  of  the  relative  efficiencies 
of  the  various  fleets  bristles  with  so  many  difficulties  as  to  preclude 
the  likelihood  of  a  general  acceptance  of  the  conclusions  arrived  at. 
To  assign  first  place,  however,  is  not  so  difficult,  and  this  the  author 
ventures  to  ascribe  to  England,  counting  only  vessels  actually  in 
commission  at  the  present  moment.  It  has  been  pointed  out  above 
that  only  about  8  of  the  French  boats  can  compare  in  efficiency  with 
the  English  A  class,  of  which  there  are  12  in  commission,  and  none 
of  the  French  boats  are  considered  equal  to  the  English  B  type,  of 
which  6  are  in  commission. 

To  compare  individual  boats  or  types  is  not  so  difficult  provided  a 
standard  can  be  agreed  upon  and  accurate  data  are  available, 
although  any  comparison  necessarily  involves  the  assumption  of 
substantial  equality  in  qualities  and  features  not  included  in  the 
comparison.  These  minor  matters  necessarily  involve  questions  of 
opinion  which  are  not  capable  of  exact  determination,  but  except  in 
very  rare  cases  these  could  hardly  be  expected  to  change  the  general 
result.  The  following  are  universally  regarded  as  the  most  important 
military  qualities  capable  of  exact  definition:  Maximum  speed  light 
and  corresponding  radius;  maximum  speed  submerged  and  cor- 
responding radius;  time  to  submerge  from  the  light  condition. 
And  these  will  be  adopted  here  as  a  basis  for  comparison  of  the  Brit- 
ish B  class,  the  French  "submersible"  Aigrette,  the  French  "sub- 
marine" Z,  the  Lake  Company's  Protector ,  and  the  Electric  Boat 
Company's  type  7-P.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  latest  United 
States  type,  the  Octopus,  can  not  be  included,  but  this  is  impossible 
at  present  for  reasons  given  above.  These  vessels  range  themselves 
on  the  basis  assumed  as  per  Table  9 : 

Table  No.  9. 


Name. 


*S 


Lake    Protec- 
tor. 


Maximum 
surface 
speed.      I 


I     Corre- 
1  sponding 
radius. 


Name. 


5 


Tons. 
English,    B       313 

cum. 
Electric    Boat       122 

Co.,     type 

7-P. 
Aigrette 202 


202 
174 


I 


12.5       170  ,  English,    B  I  950       396 

i                class.  ,  I 

9  122  i  Aigrette 385  '    160 

8.7  I    117  (  Electric   Boat    315  I    131 
I  !     Co.  I 

8.3  '    112  ,  Lake    Protec-     250       104 

tor. 

7.4  100  I  Z 240       100 

1  I  I 


Name. 


Maximum 

submerged 

speed. 


English,   B     8.5 

class. 
Electric   Boat     7 

Co.,     type 

7-P. 
Aigrette 6.3 

Z 5.8 


Lake    Protec-    3. 8, 
tor. 


Corre- 
sponding 
radius. 


224     26 

184  I  25 


275 
263 


166     19 

158     18 


100  ' 


200 
190 
9.5     100 


Here  the  boats  are  set  down  in  the  order  of  their  merit  under  the 
four  divisions,  irrespective  of  tonnage,  and  in  the  percentage  column 
the  lowest  results  aje  given  a  value  of  100,  so  as  to  express  the  com- 
parative results  of  percentages.  Here  the  English  B  class  leads  in 
all  divisions,  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  type  7-P  second  in 
all  divisions  except  one,  and  the  difference  between  the  highest  and 
lowest  results  as  shown  in  the  percentage  column  marked  "  Relative" 
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is  very  great;  in  surface  speed  70  per  cent,  in  corresponding  radius 
296  per  cent,  in  submerged  speed  124  per  cent,  and  in  corresponding 
radius  175  per  cent.  Obviously  the  neglect  of  tonnage  makes  the 
comparison  crude,  as  the  displacement  will  affect  the  other  qualities; 
and  in  addition  substantial  equality  of  tonnage  is  necessary  to  the 
assumed  equality  of  features  not  included  in  the  comparison,  such  as 
armament,  habitability,  etc.  To  avoid  this  dilftculty  Table  10  has 
been  prepared. 

In  this  table  the  cube  root  of  the  displacements  has  been  selected 
as  the  divisor,  and  as  this  practically  eliminates  the  displacement  as 
a  factor,  the  percentage  column  shows  roughly  the  relative  results 
that  should  be  obtained  on  equal  displacements,  which  obviously  is 
the  fair  way  to  compare.  Here  the  honors  are  divided  equally 
between  the  English  B  class  and  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  type 
7-P,  the  former  excelling  in  the  factor  for  surface  speed  and  endurance 
and  the  latter  in  submerged  speed  and  endurance.  Comparing  the 
best  and  the  worst  in  each  column,  we  see  that  there  are  material 
differences;  thus  the  English  B  class  exceeds  the  Lake  type  in  sur- 
face speed  factor  by  38.8  per  cent,  and  in  endurance  exceeds  the 
French  Z  by  242.2  per  cent,  while  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  type 
7-P  exceeds  the  Lake  type  in  submerged  speed  factor  by  107.2  per 
cent,  and  in  endurance  by  196.2  per  cent. 

To  make  the  comparisons  for  endurance  rigorous,  all  vessels  should 
be  reduced  to  the  same  speed:  that  is,  the  speed  of  the  lowest,  a 

Krocess  which  brings  out  in  startling  fashion  the  superiority  of  the 
igher  speed  boats.  Unfortunately  no  data  are  at  hand  for  endur- 
ances at  the  speed  of  the  slowest  type,  except  for  the  Electric  Boat 
Company's  type  7-P.  Here  the  endurance  at  4.5  knots*is  90  knots, 
which,  compared  with  the  7-knot  rate,  would  increase  the  factor  from 
5.041  to  18.2,  and  the  percentage  figure  from  296.2  to  1,071,  thus 
showing  a  superiority  over  the  Lake  type  of  971  per  cent. 

Table  No.  10. 


Name. 


Maximum 
surface 
speed. 


v       ~    ' 


«    | 


English  B 1.841     139 

Electric  Boat  Co.,  1.814  !  137 
type  7-P. 

Z 1.414  I  107 

Aigrette 1.350  i  103 

Lake  Protector. . .  1. 326  !  100 


Corre- 
sponding 
radius. 


Name. 


:  « 


Maximum 
sub- 
merged 
speed. 


Nome. 


3V       * 


English  B 139.9  342     Electric     Boat     1.41     207 

i  Co.,  type  7-P.   i  ' 

Electric     Boat     63.5  ,  155     English  B 1.25     184 

Co..  type  7-P.  ] 

Aigrette 60.2  ,  147 

Z 44.8  110 


Z !    .99  I  146 

Aigrette ,    .98  !  144 


Lake  Protector..    40.9  '  100     Lake  Protector. 


.68     100 


Corre- 
sponding 
radius. 


•M 

I   PS 


5.04  I  296 

3.83  ;  225 

3.07  I  180 

2.97  174 

1.70  '  100 


FUTURE   DEVELOPMENT. 


In  his  last  communication  the  author  was  indiscf  eet  enough  to  sug- 
gest certain  limits  to  the  displacement  for  different  types  of  subma- 
rines, and  as  these  limits  have  already  been  exceeded,  it  is  not  proposed 
to  repeat  the  mistake  here.  The  demands  for  increased  speed, 
armament,  radius  of  action,  etc.,  still  continue;   and,  as  in  the  case 
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of  the  battle  ship,  the  only  possible  answer  now  is  increased  dimen- 
sions and  displacement.  This  must  continue  to  be  the  case  until 
some  more  compact  form  for  the  submerged  power  plant  is  evolved. 
Within  the  next  two  years  boats  of  over  500  tons  displacement  will 
certainly  be  completed,  and  in  three  or  four  years  a  displacement 
of  from  700  to  800  tons  is  probable.  At  present  the  ideal  aimed  at 
seems  to  be  a  surface  speed  of  15  knots,  with  a  radius  of  at  least 
2,000  knots  at  that  speed,  a  submerged  speed  of  from  9  to  10  knots 
with  the  greatest  possible  radius,  together  with  sufficient  seaworthi- 
ness to  make  the  large  radius  completely  effective;  but  when  this 
is  accomplished,  as  it  surely  will  be,  who  shall  say  that  a  new  and 
higher  standard  will  not  then  be  set? 

GENERAL   BEWARES. 

Reference  was  made  in  the  introduction  to  the  existence  of  many 
commonly  accepted  errors  with  regard  to  submarines,  one  of  which, 
viz,  the  distinction  between  the  "submersible"  and  a  "submarine," 
was  there  treated.  It  is  proposed  here  to  touch  briefly  on  a  few 
other  points  regarding  which  very  general  misconceptions  exist. 

Time  to  construct. — The  inexperienced  always  underestimate  the 
time  required  for  construction.  The  author  has  frequently  seen 
the  statement  that  vessels  of  the  size  of  the  Adder,  122  tons,  could 
be  constructed  in  four  or  five  months ;  whereas  experience  has  shown 
that  with  ample  facilities  and  complete  and  perfect  plans,  working 
night  and  day,  and  no  inspection  delays,  at  least  a  year  is  .required 
to  complete  and  prepare  ior  trials.  Under  similar  conditions,  the 
construction  of  larger  types  will  require  more  time — about  eighteen 
months  for  vessels  of  300  tons*  Unaer  normal  conditions  as  to  plans 
and  inspection  and  without  night  work,  the  period  becomes  greater, 
by  from  20  to  30  per  cent.  The  principal  reason  for  this  lies  in  the 
fact  that  workmanship  of  an  unusually  high  grade  is  required  on 
work  of  a  peculiar  and  difficult  nature,  and  that  the  spaces  and  clear- 
ances available  are  so  small  as  to  limit  the  number  of  men  who  can 
be  employed  simultaneously. 

Air  supply. — The  ill-informed  are  constantly  putting  forth  sug- 
gestions to  remedy  imaginary  difficulties  as  to  the  supply  of  fresn 
air  for  breathing  purposes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  problem 
of  this  sort,  it  Being  a  simple  matter  to  carry  sufficient  reserves  of 
compressed  air  to  suit  all  possible  conditions;  and  in  addition  chem- 
ical substances  are  now  available  for  emergency  use,  which  by  the 
simple  addition  of  water  will  give  off  pure  oxygen,  while  the  residue 
will  absorb  carbonic  dioxide.  Tests  have  shown  that  for  all  normal 
service  no  change  need  be  made  in  the  air  supply  at  all,  and  while, 
if  put  into  figures,  the  number  of  cubic  feet  per  man  per  hour  is  cer- 
tainly small  compared  with  the  standard  previously  accepted,  yet 
the  tests  are  certainly  conclusive.  For  instance,  on  the  trials  of  the 
Fulton,  previously  referred  to,  eight  men  remained  twelve  hours  in 
an  air  space  of  2,000  cubic  feet  without  discomfort  or  renewal.  How 
much  longer  they  could  have  remained  is  not  known.  In  this  case 
the  free  air  per  man  per  hour  works  out  to  about  21  cubic  feet.  The 
reserve  supply  in  this  vessel  is  sufficient  to  renew  the  free  air  in  the 
boat  several  times,  and  of  course  it  is  a  simple  matter  to  pump  the 
foul  air  overboard. 
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Stability. — On  this  particular  subject  more  misinformation  has 
been  published  than  on  any  other  single  feature  of  submarine  design. 
Limitations  of  space  here  forbid  anything  like  a  full  treatment,  and 
these  remarks  therefore  will  be  confined  principally  to  the  most 
prominent  "delusion"  on  this  subject,  viz. 

That  in  order  to  incline  the  axis  of  a  submarine  for  the  purpose  of  diving  or  rifling, 
its  stability  submerged  must  be  reduced  almost  to  the  vanishing  point. 

This  idea  was  fathered  by  an  eminent  gentleman  whose  qualifica- 
tions were  composed  of  an  equal  mixture  of  ignorance  and  prejudice, 
but  whose  dictum  appears  to  nave  as  many  lives  as  the  proverbial  cat. 
From  it  as  a  premise  many  elaborate  theories  have  been  deduced, 
by  which  their  authors  have  convinced  themselves  of  the  impossibility 
of  accomplishing  certain  results  which  are  being  obtained  every  day 
in  practice,  as  well  as  the  inevitability  of  certain  other  consequences, 
dire  in  their  nature,  which  in  practice  stubbornly  refuse  to  occur. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  or  should  be  one  of  the  principal  objects 
of  the  designer  to  secure  the  maximum  stability  possible  when  sub- 
merged, because  the  turning  moment  obtained  from  a  stern  rudder  of 
moderate  size  at  a  moderate  angle  is  ample  to  secure  the  largest  inclina- 
tiondesirable  in  practice,  usually  taken  at  about  10°  or  12°.  In  practice, 
then,  the  stability  is  not  limited  in  the  least  by  this  consideration,  ana 
if  the  necessary  construction  features  would  permit,  might  be  increased 
without  material  loss  of  maneuvering  power.  As  the  metacenter 
coincides  with  the  center  of  buoyancy  when  submerged,  stability  can 
only  be  increased  bv  raising  the  center  of  buoyancy  or  lowering  the 
center  of  gravity,  'the  element  of  weight  having  the  largest  influence 
on  the  vertical  position  of  the  center  of  gravity  is  the  storage  battery, 
which  in  practice  must  be  disposed  in  a  rectangular  space.  Now, 
considerations  of  strength  require  the  water-excluding  portions  of  the 
hull  to  have  substantially  circular  sections,  and  these  circular  sections 
limit  the  vertical  disposition  of  the  battery,  and  hence  in  a  large 
measure  fix  the  stability,  the  disposition  of  other  weights  of  course 
contributing  also.  In  case  of  boats  having  a  circular  section  and  no 
water-tight  superstructure,  the  vertical  position  of  the  center  of 
buoyancy  is  also  absolutely  limited  by  the  section.  By  fitting  wide 
water-tight  superstructures  the  actual  center  of  buoyancy  may  be 
raised,  but  the  metacentric  height,  far  from  being  increased,  is  act- 
ually decreased.  This  arises  from  the  fact  that  such  superstructures 
can  not  be  constructed  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  high  pressures, 
TiESS^^st  be  filled  with  water  when  submerged.  It  follows  inevi- 
tably that  tlie  center  of  gravity  is  raised  as  much  as  the  center  of 
buoyancy,  leaving  thfc.st  ability  intact,  but  the  large  weight  repre- 
sented by  the  large  superstructure  raises  the  center  of  gravity  of  the  hull 
as  a  whole,  and  so  dimiiushei^fce  metacentric  height.  When  the  space 
in  the  superstructure  is  used  foi1  storage,  as  it  sometimes  is,  the  case  is 
worse,  as  the  fittings  so  stored  generally  weigh  more  than  the  water 
they  displace,  and  so  serve  to  further  decrease  the  metacentric  height. 
That  the  reduction  in  met^^t-ric  height  is  a  material  one  is  easily 
demonstrable,  and  is  well  illustrated  oy  a  comparison  between  two 
actual  vessels,  the  Lake  Boat  Company's  Protector  and  the  Electric 
Boat  Company's  type  /--P.  If  to  the  latter  we  add  the  superstructure 
in  question,  and  then-  move  the  fuel,  the  lubricating  oil,  and  the  air 
accumulators  up  into  this  superstructure,  we  would  have  for  stability 
purposes  a  substantial  4uplicate  °f  ^e  former.  ^  Now  the  metacentric 


HEABINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288.  1135 

height  submerged  of  type  7-P  is  just  64$  per  cent  greater  than  that 
of  the  Protector,  the  figure  in  the  case  of  7-P  being  taken  from  an 
official  determination,  and  that  for  the  Protector  from  lieutenant 
Halligan's  paper  above  referred  to. 

It  is  pertinent  to  remark  here  that  this  stubborn  fact  can  not  be 
reconciled  with  the  absurd  theory  that  " diving' '  boats  must  necessa- 
rily have  less  stability  than  "even  keel"  boats. 

The  stability  submerged  is  of  course  the  same  longitudinally  and 
transversely;  the  curve  being  a  curve  of  sines  with  the  maximum 
righting  arm  equal  to  the  metacentric  height,  and  occurring  at  90°, 
the  total  range  being  180°. 

^  In  the  light  condition  the  stability  curve  for  boats  without  water- 
tight superstructures  is  also  practically  a  curve  of  sines,  and  as  a 
general  thing  the  metacentric  height  and  righting  arms  are  less  than 
in  the  submerged  condition. 

For  the  other  type  this  is  not  the  case,  as  the  water-plane  areas  and 
forms  change  for  different  angles  due  to  the  water-tight  superstruc- 
ture, and  in  this  case  the  surface  stability  is  greater  than  the  sub- 
merged. As  compared  with  the  first  type  the  surface  stability  would 
generally  be  slightly  increased. 

As  compared  with  the  stability  curves  of  ordinary  torpedo  boats, 
submarines  of  both  types  show  a  much  easier  curve  with  a  much 
longer  range.  The  surface  boat  will  generally  have  its  maximum 
righting  moment  between  40°  and  50°  with  a  range  of  from  80°  to  1 10°, 
as  against  90°  and  180°;  the  corresponding  figures  for  the  submarine. 

A  comparison  of  a  typical  United  States  torpedo  boat  with  submarines 
of  the  two  types  yields  the  following  results  with  regard  to  the  work 
required  to  heel  them  over  to  90°,  the  displacement  of  the  submarines 
in  the  light  condition  being  substantially  equal  to  that  of  the  torpedo 
boat.  The  figure  for  the  torpedo  boat  is  given  a  value  of  100  in  order 
to  express  the  results  as  percentages.  Torpedo  boat,  ready  for  sea, 
displacement  145,  factor  100.  Submarine  with  water-tignt  super- 
structure, in  light  condition,  displacement  136,  factor  87.  Sub- 
marine without  superstructure,  in  light  condition,  displacement  147, 
factor  82. 

These  results  show  that  with  the  submarines  in  the  light  condition. 
there  is  no  startling  difference,  in  the  amount  of  work  required  to  heel 
them  to  90°  as  compared  with  the  surface  boat. 

In  arriving  at  a  conclusion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  stability  given 
to  the  different  types,  the  form  and  construction  must  be  taken  into 
account;  the  form  so  far  as  the  forces  tending  to  produce  rolling  are 
concerned,  and  the  construction,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  ability  to  roll 
heavily  without  danger  of  broaching.  In  both  respects,  the  sub- 
marine, particularly  the  type  with  circular  section,  is  of  course  better 
off  than  the  surface  boat. 

Submerged  control. — It  is  frequently  stated  that  submarines  of  the 
"diving"  type — that  is,  with  stern  rudders  only — pursue  when  sub- 
merged an  undulatory  course  as  to  depth,  the  mean  of  which  is  the 
desired  depth,  and,  further,  that  smooth  water  and  a  high  degree  of 
skill  are  necessary  to  obtain  even  fair  results.  This  notion  does  not 
arise  from  practical  experience  with  a  properly  designed  boat,  but 
from  theoretical  considerations  which  do  not  take  account  of  all  the 
factors.  That  stability  of  motion  with  this  type  is  possible  is  an 
indisputable  fact.     The  author  has  frequently  made  submerged  runs 
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for  some  miles  in  extent,  where  the  diving  rudder  was  left  untouched, 
and  the  boat  run  at  a  constant  depth,  no  variation  being  visible  on 
the  gauge;  and  it  is  his  opinion,  backed  by  a  very  wide  experience, 
that  the  order  of  skill  required  at  the  diving  rudder  is  about  the  same 
as  that  required  for  a  good  helmsman  at  an  ordinary  steering  rudder. 
That  these  vessels  can  maintain  a  practically  level  course  in  a  seaway 
has  been  frequently  demonstrated,  both  here  and  abroad,  though  the 
operation  requires  more  skill  than  in  smooth  water.  The  principal 
difficulty  lies  in  the  fact,  not  that  the  varying  wave  pressures  seriously 
affect  the  movements  of  the  boat,  but  that  the  depth  gauge  does 
not  really  record  depth  but  pressure,  and  hence  fluctuates  constantly 
when  the  boat  is  running  at  an  even  depth  in  a  wave  formation. 
These  fluctuations  may  deceive  an  inexperienced  helmsman  and  thus 
lead  him  to  change  from  the  desired  depth.  This  feature  also  makes 
it  difficult — in  fact,  impossible — to  keep  any  accurate  record  of 
depth  maintained  in  a  seaway,  which  is  oest  judged  by  surface  ob- 
servation of  a  mast  secured  on  the  submarine.  That  the  amount  of 
variation  of  the  depth  gauge  while  the  vessel  is  running  a  satisfactory 
course  may  be  very  great  is  shown  by  the  records  of  an  official  accept- 
ance trial  of  one  or  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  type  7-P  boats, 
recently  held  in  the  North  Sea.  On  this  trial  a  speed  of  7  knots  was 
required  to  be  maintained  for  three  hours,  the  first  hour  at  a  depth  of 
30  feet  and  the  last  two  hours  at  17  feet.  A  very  heavy  sea  was 
running,  the  influence  of  which  was  distinctly  indicated  during  the 
first  hour  at  30  feet,  both  by  fluctuations  of  the  depth  gauge  and  by 
the  rolling  of  the  boat.  This  influence  was  of  course  much  more  pro- 
nounced during  the  last  two  hours  at  17  feet,  where  the  variation  of 
the  depth  gauge  was  abojtt  10  feet;  that  is,  from  12  to  22  feet.  The 
man  at  the  diving  rudder  had  only  had  a  short  experience  and  no 
practice  whatsoever  in  a  heavy  sea,  yet  the  constancy  of  depth  main- 
tained, as  observed  by  the  mast,  was  found  to  be  satisfactory.  The 
waves  running  were  estimated  to  have  an  average  height  of  13  feet. 

CONCLUSION. 

In  conclusion,  the  author  again  regrets  his  inability  at  the  present 
time  to  lay  before  this  society  some  account  of  the  development  which 
has  been  accomplished  here  in  the  construction  of  the  Viper  class,  and 
of  the  Octopus  for  the  United  States  Navy.  It  is,  however,  no  viola- 
tion of  confidence  to  state  that  very  material  progress  has  been  made 
and  that  these  vessels  will  show  a  very  decided  superiority  in  all 
respects  over  the  Adder  class  now  in  commission. 

In  preparing  the  data  for  the  tables  above  given,  all  available 
sources  of  information  have' been  freely  consulted^  and  where,  as  was 
frequently  the  case,  the  information  was  conflicting,  the  author  has 
used  his  judgment  in  the  selection.  He  is  especially  indebted  to 
Commander  Loir,  of  the  French  navy,  for  much  valuable  information. 


DISCUSSION. 


Mr.  W.  D.  Forbes,  member  of  council.  It  is  quite  natural  that 
when  anything,  military  or  civil,  is  being  developed,  that  failures  and 
troubles  are  not  made  public.     In  other  words,  gentlemen,  that  great 
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educator,  the  scrap  pile,  is  not  worked  as  it  should  be  for  real  informa- 
tion; it  is  an  educator  we  all  neglect.  I  suppose*  it  is  pride  which 
keeps  from  saying  more  about  it.  We  have  heard  of  the  advantages 
of  submarines  in  this  paper,  which  seems  to  go  so  much  further  than 
anything  ever  presented  before  that  I  think  its  value  is  great,  but 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  author  if  any  comparison  could  be  made  be- 
tween the  danger  of  running,  say,  torpedo  boats  on  the  surface  and 
handling  submarines.  Can  the  danger  in  the  submarine  be  properly 
gauged  F  Is  not  the  danger  in  the  submarine  so  great  that  it  will  be 
a  grave  question  whether  it  can  be  made  practicable  at  all  times? 
The  newspaper  reports  are  very  conflicting,  and  I  suppose  quite 
inaccurate,  but  I  would  like  to  get  such  information,  if  it  is  possible, 
concerning  the  accidents  in  comparison  to  the  number  of  boats  which 
have  been  handled. 

Capt.  William  HovgaarDj  member.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Spear 
which  are  the  difficulties  which  are  met  with  in  the  use  of  ordinary 

r'troleum  motors  instead  of  gasoline  motors  for  submarine  boats? 
have  already,  four  years  ago,  expressed  my  objection  to  the  use  of 
gasoline  for  this  purpose  on  account  of  the  dangers  which  are  involved 
thereby.  ^Ordinary  oil,  being  less  dangerous,  would  be  preferable. 
I  understand  that  the  English  are  trying  to  produce  an  oil  motor 
suitable  for  this  purpose,  and  that  they  have  not  yet  succeeded ;  but 
it  appears  that  the  French  have  obtained  satisfactory  results  with 
Diesel  motors.  Both  the  main  factory  of  the  Diesel  motors  in 
Augsburg  and  the  related  French  factories  are  said  to  have  received 
large  orders  for  such  motors  for  submarine  boats.  The  German  firm, 
Korting,  has  constructed  a  petroleum  motor  for  the  Russian  sub- 
marine boats,  and  this  type  is  said  to  be  very  successful.  Perhaps 
Mr.  Spear  can  explain  what  are  the  difficulties  met  with  in  this 
problem. 

FRIDAY  AFTERNOON    SESSION. 

The  President.  The  society  will  now  proceed  with  the  discussion 
upon  paper  No.  11,  "Development  of  Submarines,"  by  Mr.  Spear. 

Mr.  Simon  Lake,  member.  A  few  days  ago  I  had  handed  me  a 
copy  of  the  advanced  iss  ;e  of  Mr.  Spear's  paper  on  "The  Development 
of  Submarines,"  containing  comparative  tables  in  which  the  author 
had  placed  to  the  credit  of  certain  of  the  boats  he  refers  to  higher 
values  and  greater  percentages  of  efficiency  than  the  facts  and  a  more 
complete  understanding  of  the  subject  warrant. 

As  the  advance  copy  stated  that  the  paper  had  been  received  by 
the  secretary  at  a  very  late  date,  it  is  not  improbable  that  some  of 
these  errors  may  have  crept  in  through  haste  and  typographical  blun- 
ders. However,  as  these  advance  copies  have  already  received  a  con- 
si(  erable  circulation,  I  consider  it  my  first  duty  to  answer  that  paper 
in  its  initial  form. 

Some  of  Mr.  Spear's  statements  were  made,  perhaps,  thro  gh  lack 
of  information  regarding  the  Lake  type  of  1  oat.  It  is,  perhaps, 
unfortunate  from  a  scientific  point  of  view  that  business  reasons  have 
made  the  builders  of  submarine  vessels  unwilling  to  give  to  the  public 
either  complete  descriptions  of  their  boats  or  full  details  of  the  vessels 
built  by  tnem.  Of  course,  the  prime  reason  for  thus  withholding 
information  has  been  the  effort  to  prevent  the  pirating  of  features 
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probably  developed  at  great  expense.  This  secrecy  has  led  to  much 
confusion  in  the  minds  of  casual  investigators  bent  upon  solving:  the 
merits  and  demerits  of  the  various  types  of  submarine  craft  now  form- 
ing part  of  the  navies  of  the  world.  The  speaker  has  been  no  excep- 
tion to  this  general  rale.  Therefore  it  has  been  impossible  for  the 
general  public  or  business  rivals  to  learn  of  all  the  good  features  which 
exist  in  the  different  types. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  take  up  the  society's  valuable  time  with  a 
discussion  of  the  merits  or  demerits  of  any  particular  type  of  boat. 
I  take  pleasure  in  giving  to  the  members  of  this  society  a  few  scientific 
facts,  both  as  to  the  construction  and  performance  of  the  even-keel 
type  referred  to.  I  shall  confine  myself  principally  to  the  features 
touched  upon  in  Mr.  Spears  paper — those  relating  to  certain  perform- 
ances of  the  Protector,  and  to  various  deductions  he  has  made  in  ref- 
erence to  buoyancy,  stability,  speeds,  and  general  capabilities  of  the 
Lake  type.  To  give  a  clear  conception  of  these  important  features  it 
is  necessary  to  describe  briefly  the  development  of  this  type. 

In  1893  there  was  submitted  to  the  United  States  Navy  Department 
the  first  design  of  a  purely  level-keel  boat.  This  boat  contained  the 
principal  elements  wnich  go  to  make  up  the  equipment  of  the  most 
successful  submarines  in  the  leading  navies  of  the  world  to-day.  The 
plans  of  that  boat  were  the  first  draft  made  public  of  what  is  now 
known  as  the  "  Lake  even-keel  type."  At  that  time  all  of  the  boats  in 
the  French  navy  were  of  the  diving  type ;  that  is,  it  was  necessary  to 
depress  their  longitudinal  axes  from  the  horizontal  in  order  to  get 
them  under  water.  The  Peral,  of  the  Spanish  navy,  was  of  the  diving 
type.  The  Holland  boats  in  this  country  have  all  been  of  the  diving 
class  and  were  controlled  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  of  the  earlier 
French  boats. 

The  novelty  of  this  level-keel  boat  consisted  primarily  in  providing 
the  vessel  with  a  double  hull  and  in  giving  her  wheels  with  which 
she  could  either  run  upon  the  bottom,  or  which  prevented  collision  of 
the  hull  itself  with  the  bottom  while  still  affording  a  means  of  contact 
with  the  bottom  as  a  guiding  medium — the  hull  of  the  boat  floating 
submerged  a  short  distance  above  the  water  bed. 

Its  novelty  consisted  further  in  providing  a  diving  compartment 
which  offered  certain  military  advantages,  and  which  would  afford 
means  for  the  escape  of  the  crew  in  case  of  injury  to  the  main  hull  of 
the  boat  or  should  sne  become  entangled  while  submerged  and  be  unable 
to  rise  to  the  surface. 

The  novelty  further  consisted  in  providing  a  heavy  keel  which  could 
be  released  in  time  of  accident — thus  permitting  the  vessel  to  rise 
quickly  to  the  surface. 

A  further  novelty  lay  in  providing  automatic  appliances  within  the 
boat  for  maintaining  a  level  keel — appliances  that  were  designed  to 
counteract  any  tendency  to  change  trim,  should  members  of  the  crew 
move  forward  or  aft  while  the  boat  ran  in  a  submerged  condition  and 
in  suspension. 

A  further  novel  feature  was  the  application  of  side  submerging  and 
leveling  vanes.  These  submerging  vanes  or  hydroplanes  were  for 
uie  purpose  of  overcoming  the  boat's  reserve  buoyancy,  and  the 
leveling  vanes  or  horizontal  rudders  were  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
in  maintaining  a  level  keel  when  running  submerged.  An  automatic 
safety  appliance  was  provided  to  prevent  the  vessel  from  sinking 
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below  a  predetermined  depth.  The  vessel  was  designed  to  operate 
wi  the  surface,  between  the  surface  and  the  bottom  or  on  the  bottom 
itself.  . 

This  design  had  for  its  primary  object  the  construction  of  a  boat 
that  would  not  tip  up  on  end,  as  was  proved  to  be  the  tendency  of 
practically  all  of  the  diving  boats  built  up  to  that  time;  she  was  to  be 
readily  controlled  in  a  vertical  plane  ana  was  designed  to  allow  a  free 
movement  of  the  crew  while  running  in  a  submerged  condition. 

I  have  been  informed  that  that  design  was  at  that  time  favorably- 
considered  by  a  number  of  naval  officers  of  high  rank  and  responsi- 
bility, but  as  the  designer  did  not  have  a  company  back  of  him  ready 
to  assume  responsibilities  incident  to  construction,  and  as  he  had  no 
representative  to  properly  place  the  case  before  the  Department,  it 
was  finally  decided  to  build  a  vessel  of  the  diving  type.  Contract  for 
that  vessel  was  awarded  early  in  1895,  under  an  appropriation  of 
$200,000  and  upon  the  guarantee  of  performance  made  by  the 
promotors  of  that  particular  type.  Work  on  this  vessel,  with  various 
changes,  continued  until  1900,  when  she  was  •finally  abandoned — 
never  having  made  a  submerged  run. 

On  learning  that  the  contract  had  been  awarded  for  a  boat  of  the . 
diving  class  a  company  was  organized  to  build  an  experimental  boat 
with  which  to  demonstrate  the  practicability  of  certain  of  the  novel 
features  of  the  design  as  submitted  to  the  Navy  Department  in  1893— 
a  fairly  full  description  of  which  appeared  in  the  New  York  Tribune 
of  October  22,  1894.  This  experimental  vessel  was  known  as  the 
Argonaut  I,  and  according  to  French  authority  it  was  her  success 
which  led  the  minister  of  marine  then  to  recommend  the  construction 
of  the  NarvaZ,  their  first  so-called  " submersible."  It  later  developed 
that  the  Narval  was  in  many  particulars  similar  in  design  and  metnod 
of  operating  to  that  of  the  level-keel  design  as  submitted  to  the 
United  States  Navy  Department  in  1893.  This  was  notably  so  in 
that  the  French  abandoned  in  the  Narval  the  exclusive  use  of  the  stern 
rudder  for  diving  purposes  and  had  substituted  the  side  hydroplanes. 
They  also  lowered  the  center  of  gravity  of  the  boat  by  adding  a  drop 
keel,  and  the  hull  was  of  double  construction.  She  was  launched,  as 
Mr.  Spear  has  stated  in  his  article,  in  1889,  nearly  six  years  after  the 
plans  of  the  first  Lake  even-keel  submersible  had  been  submitted  to 
the  United  States  Navy  Department. 

In  1900,  after  the  failure  and  abandonment  of  the  Government's 
first  diving  submarine,  interest  in  the  even-keel  type  was  aroused  in 
Washington,  and  a  representative  of  that  type  was  asked  to  appear 
before  tne  Board  of  Construction  that  he  might  explain  the  merits  of 
that  type  of  boat,  the  success  of  the  experimental  boat,  the  Argonaut  /, 
having  led  a  number  of  the  officials  to  believe  that  the  problem  of  suc- 
cessful submarine  navigation  had  finally  been  demonstrated.  The 
designer  of  this  type  was  very  glad  to  appear  before  the  officials  of  the 
Department,  and  later  took  with  him  a  model  and  plan  for  three  differ- 
ent sizes  of  submarine  torpedo  boats.  The  members  of  the  Board  of 
Construction  at  that  time  were  as  follows:  Hear- Admiral  Charles 
0'Neil,  Rear-Admiral  George  W.  Melville,  Rear- Admiral  Francis  T. 
Bowles,  Rear-Admiral  Royal  B.  Bradford,  and  Capt.  Charles  D. 
Sigsbee. 

The  encouragement  given  by  the  members  of  the  Board  of  Con- 
struction, in  the  form  of  a  personal  approval  of  the  plans  and  the 
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principles  of  said  type,  was  sufficient  stimulus  to  lead  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Protector f  several  times  referred  to  in  Mr.  Spear's  paper 
The  members  of  this  society  here  present  will  easily  understand  how 
much  weight  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Constructor  then  carried  with 
the  designer  of  the  level-keel  type — an  opinion  which  was  subse- 
quently confirmed  in  his  testimony  before  the  House  Naval  Com- 
mittee in  May,  1902.     He  said  (see  H.  R.  document  No.  123) : 

The  design  includes  some  features  that  are  different  from  the  Holland  boat,  and 
some  that  are  additional.  Of  the  two  principal  features  of  difference,  one  is  the 
method  by  which  the  Lake  boat  changes  level  when  under  way.  That  is  a  difference 
in  principle.  Most  people  who  study  the  submarine  boat  hold  the  opinion  that  it  is 
better  to  change  levtls  while  under  way  by  maintaining  a  level  keel,  and  that  would 
be  by  the  use  of  what  are  called  hydroplanes. 

.  The  Chief  Constructor  further  said: 

In  regard  to  the  Lake  boat,  I  have  listened  to  Mr.  Lake  describe  his  boat  twice,  and 
I  have  made  an  examination  of  the  plans  which  he  submitted.  I  have  not  gone  so  far 
as  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  boat.  I  feel,  however,  that  the  principles  upon 
which  Mr.  Lake  has  designed  his  boat  are  those  usually  recognized  as  correct,  and  that 
the  success  of  his  boat  depends  entirely,  as  it  does  particularly  for  all  submarine  boats, 
upon  the  successful  working  out  of  the  details  to  represent  his  ideas;  and  upon  that  no 
one  can  express  an  opinion  until  the  boat  hiis  been  tried. 

Before  the  Protector  was  completed  an  appropriation  was  passed 
calling  for  competitive  trials  of  submarine  boats  in  order  to  determine 
the  respective  merits  of  the  rival  boats  then  under  construction  in  this 
country.  On  page  157  of  his  paper  Mr.  Spear  says,  in  speaking  of  the 
Protector: 

Although  originally  entered,  she  was  eventually  withdrawn  by  the  owner  without 
trial. 

This  calls  for  an  explanation.  The  Protector  was  ready  for  trial 
early  in  June,  1903,  and  the  Navy  Department  was  so  advised.  The 
owners  of  the  Protector  referred  to  by  Mr.  Spear  made  every  effort  to 
secure  a  competitive  trial  with  any  one  of  the  diving  boats  tnen  in  the 
United  States  service,  but  the  naval  authorities  were  reluctant  to  do 
this  so  long  as  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company  promised  to  com- 
plete its  boat,  the  Fultorij  in  time  for  competition  within  the  term 
Provided  for  by  the  appropriation.  When  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
ompany,  after  an  expensive  delay  of  some  months,  ao;ain  sought  the 
Department  to  give  the  Protector  an  immediate  trial,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  called  for  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Inspection  and 
Survey,  Capt.  C.  Train.  Congressman  E.  J.  Hill,  of  Connecticut,  said 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  Captain  Train — as  Mr.  Hill  has 
testified  (see  Congressional  Record) : 

Gentlemen,  I  ask  you  now  to  carry  out  the  spirit  of  the  legislation  of  last  year  and  put 
a  Government  boat  in  this  competition:  you  have  six  of  them.  Captain  Train  replied 
to  me:  il  It  is  absolutely  useless.  I  am  ready  to  admit  now  that  the  Protector  outclasses 
anything  that  the  Government  has."  That  was  the  reply  made  to  me  in  the  presence 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navv.  I  then  said:  "Go  on  with  your  competition  on  the  16th 
of  November."  On  that  date  Mr.  Lake's  boat,  the  Protector,  was  at  Newport,  not 
towed  there  by  sompbody  else,  but  going  under  her  own  power  from  Bridgeport, 
Conn.,  to  Newport,  and  towing  a  schooner  all  the  way  in  addition. 

There  were  three  boats  of  the  Adder  type  in  commission  at  Newport 
at  that  time,  but  the  Department  would  not  assent  to  a  competitive 
trial,  as  testified  to  by  Mr.  Hill,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  Captain 
Train  having  opposed  such  a  competition  on  the  ground  that  the 


HEABINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION    288.  1141 

Holland  Company  had  requested  further  delays  in  order  to  make 
changes  and  improvements  upon  the  Fulton. 

On  page  158  Mr.  Spear  refers  to  inferior  speed  results  of  the 
Protector  as  follows : 

These  inferior  results  as  to  speed  were  ascribed  by  the  inventor  to  a  defect  in  the 
design  of  the  propeller,  but  as  substantially  the  same  results  were  later  achieved  in 
Itosaia,  after  the  propellers  had  been  changed,  and  as  these  data  arc  verified  by  results 
obtained  from  sister  ships,  they  must  be  accepted  as  the  best  of  which  the  design  is 
capable. 

In  the  preliminary  trials  of  the  Protector,  before  her  first  propellers 
had  been  injured,  she  developed  over  a  measured  mile  course  a  speed 
of  10.65  knots  on  the  surface,  and  showed  something  better  than  6 
knots  submerged.  The  propellers  were  45  inches  in  diameter,  and  as 
they  showed  considerable  slip — in  fact,  over  30  per  cent — it  was  con- 
ridered  advantageous  to  change  them.  Accordingly,  one  of  the  pro- 
peller experts  or  one  of  the  largest  and  most  experienced  propeller 
manufacturers  in  the  United  States  was  consulted.  He  gave  the 
opinion  that  the  propeller  did  not  have  sufficient  diameter,  and  blade 
•rea,  and  stated  that  the  best  results  could  be  obtained  by  consider- 
able increase  in  each  of  these  particulars.  In  accordance  with  this 
expert's  advice  new  propellers  were  ordered,  but  the  result  was  very 
unsatisfactory.  I  am  sure  every  member  having  to  do  with  propeller 
problems  will  realize  that  it  is  a  common  difficulty  with  no  particular 
reference  to  the  submarine  problem  as  a  whole. 

The  propellers  for  the  Protector,  just  described,  were  fitted  to  her 
the  day  before  she  left  Bridgeport  for  Newport,  in  November,  1903. 
Having  no  time  prior  to  that  long  run  to  try  out  these  new  screws,  it 
was  not  until  after  reaching  Newport  that  it  was  discovered  that 
screws  No.  2  were  not  nearly  as  good  as  the  boat's  first  propellers.  It 
was  the  results  secured  witn  screws  No.  2  that  Mr.  Spear  has  used  in 
his  paper  before  this  society  and  upon  which  he  has  based  all  of  his 
deductions  in  reference  to  the  Protector  and  her  percentage  of  merit, 
in  the  tables  he  has  submitted,  so  far  as  speeds  are  concerned.  The 
speeds  which  he  quotes  were  never  verified^v  official  inquiry,  and  the 
data  was  given  to  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Inspection  and 
Survey  upon  the  arrival  of  that  body  at  Newport  in  January,  1904. 
It  may  make  the  case  somewhat  plainer  to  quote  directly  from  that 
letter,  which  reads  &s  follows  (page  690,  H.  Doc.  75,  1905): 

The  Laze  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 

Newport,  R.  I.,  January  11,  1904. 

Sir:  It  is  our  deske  to  anticipate  the  examination  of  the  Protector  by  the  Board  of 
of  Inspection  and  Survey  by  a  brief  statement  regarding  certain  of  the  present  features 
of  the  boat.  We  believe  we  may  thus  facilitate  the  board's  work  and  nelp  to  a  better 
understanding  of  the  craft's  condition  and  probable  performance. 

The  speed  and  endurance  of  the  Protector  will  fall  considerably  below  our  original 
estimate.  This  will  be  due  to  the  present  inefficient  screws,  fitted  the  day  we  left 
Bridgeport,  which  have  been  tried  out  progressively  over  the  official  mile  course 
■nee  our  arrival  here.  The  results  of  these  trials  are  riven  in  the  following  table, 
which  we  will  be  glad  to  have  verified  by  the  board  ana  incorporated  accordingly  in 
its  report.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  ratio  of  slip  is  out  of  all  reason  and  that  speeds  are 
*»y  below  the  proper  resultants  of  the  power  of  the  engines  under  their  various  con- 
ditions. New  screws  have  been  designed,  based  upon  the  findings  of  these  perform- 
ances, and  corrections  have  been  made  which  promise  us  a  speed  of  10  knots  under 
%ht  cruising  condition. 
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Average  runs  of  "Protector"  over  Government  course  of  1  knot  at  Sen  port. 
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In  trial  No.  4  the  engines  developed  249  horsepower  and  the  motors  141  horsepower, 
making  a  total  of  390  horsepower  for  both. 

The  installation  of  these  new  screws,  which  must  await  return  to  our  home  waters, 
where  proper  mechanical  faciliites  may  be  secured,  will  involve  the  fitting  of  new 
shafts  and  a  modification  and  rearrangement  of  our  rudders,  both  vertical  and  hori- 
zontal. The  change  to  the  vertical  rudder  will  be  a  material  improvement  to  the 
navigational  power  of  the  boat  by  bringing  that  rudder  directly  in  the  sweep  of  the 
thrust  from  the  propellers. 

It  will  be  noted  by  reference  to  the  foregoing  table  that  the  boat 
really  went  slower  as  more  power  was  applied  to  the  screws.  This 
was  owing  entirely  to  the  inefficiency  of  the  propeller  and  had  nothyiff 
whatever  to  do  with  the  working  of  the  boat  as  a  submarine  pure  ana 
simple  and  the  problems  direttly  associated  therewith.  I  should  like 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  members  of  this  society  to  the  very 
curious  fact  that  with  30  horsepower  more  the  boat  made  l\  knots 
less  speed.  The  developed  area  of  the  propeller  was  65  per  cent  of 
the  disk  area,  and  the  number  of  blades  was  3.     Not  being  a  pro- 

Eeller  expert,  I  am  unable  to  explain  the  results,  but  it  has  since 
een  suggested  by  other  experts  that  the  revolutions  were  so  high, 
the  pitch  of  the  propeller  so  small,  and  the  projected  area  in  its  rela- 
tion to  disk  area  so  great  that  the  water  did  not  have  a  chance  to 
get  to  the  blades  of  the  propeller  at  the  increased  number  of  revolu- 
tions which  were  secured  by  reducing  the  pitch.  The  efficiency  of 
the  screws  decreased  more  rapidly  tlian  the  additional  horsepower 
applied  could  counterbalance;  consequently  the  ship  went  slower. 

Under  these  circumstances,  knowing  that  the  Protector  had  already 
made  much  better  speed,  and  bearing  in  mind  that  the  vessel  had 
been  developed  at  great  private  expense,  the  owners  felt  justified  in 
asking  that  the  board  try  out  the  ooat  in  all  other  respects — espe- 
cially as  the  Fulton  had  not  arrived;  in  fact  did  not  do  so  until  nve 
months  later,  and  the  deliberate  examination  of  the  Protector  could 
otherwise  in  no  way  impose  limitations  or  inconvenience  to  anyone 
else.  Her  owners  wanted  the  boat  examined  in  all  the  other  aspects 
of  a  submarine  craft  and  asked  consideration  of  these  particulars  in 
so  far  as  they  related  to  the  reliability,  the  habitability,  the  safety, 
the  ease  of  control,  and  the  general  adaptability  of  the  boat  for  war 
purposes.  The  Protector  at  that  time  had  been  in  commission  for 
nearly  a  year,  and  during  that  period  had  spent  several  months  at 
Newport,  making  frequent  runs  in  the  presence  of  officers  there  on 
duty. 
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There  are  some  peculiar  things  about  these  propellers  which  will 
interest  the  propeller  experts  of  the  society.  I  have  here  three 
sketches  of  the  propellers  used  on  the  Protector.  Propeller  No.  1  was 
the  first  propeller  used  on  the  Protector  and  the  most  efficient  one. 
Propeller  No.  2  is  the  one  used  which  gave  the  poor  results  and  which 
were  used  by  Mr.  Spear  in  his  article.  I  will  not  mention  the  name 
of  the  firm  which  made  this  propeller,  but  from  the  tables  submitted 
to  the  president  of  the  board  you  will  note  that  with  30  horsepower 
more  going  through  the  propeller,  when  the  blades  of  same  were  set 
at  4  feet  pitch,  and  at  280  revolutions,  the  boat  went  nearly  a  knot 
and  a  half  slower  than  she  did  with  5  feet  pitch  turning  only  240 
revolutions.  In  other  words,  with  30  horsepower  more  she  went 
practically  a  knotand  a  half  less. 

As  I  have  previously  stated,  these  propellers  were  put  on  the  day 
before  we  left  Bridgeport  and  there  was  no  opportunity  for  trying 
them  out  until  we  arrived  on  the  official  course  at  Newport.  Tnere 
was  no  time  then  to  change  back  to  the  first  design,  as  new  hubs  and 
shafts  had  been  fitted  to  accommodate  these  so-called  "improved" 
propellers. 

On  the  12th  of  Januarv  the  Protector  started  out  to  run  her  trials 
over  the  official  measured  mile  course,  but  when  arriving  at  the  place 
of  trial  in  Narragansett  Bay  large  floes  of  ice  were  encountered  and, 
notwithstanding  that  her  owners  were  willing  and  anxious  to  run  the 
submerged  trials,  the  board  decided  to  postpone  the  tests  until  the 
following  spring,  remarking  that  the  Fulton  might  then  be  ready. 
The  Fulton^  did  not  appear,  however,  until  the  Protector  was  put  out 
of  commission  after  bemg  sold  to  go  abroad. 

It  may  be  pertinent  to  state  here  that  an  army  board  examined  the 
Protector  a  week  later,  under  even  more  trying  conditions,  and  the 
performance  of  the  boat  on  that  occasion  was  deemed  sufficient  war- 
rant to  recommend  the  imiAediate  purchase  of  5  of  that  type. 

The  record  of  No.  2  propeller  tests  was  submitted  purely  with  the 
frank  intent  of  showing  the  peculiarities  and  inefficiency  of  the  screws 
which  expert  judgment  had  prescribed.  That  record,  however,  has 
been  circulated  in  many  countries,  and  many  people,  not  aware  of  the 
true  conditions,  have  been  led  to  believe  that  those  figures  were  really 
the  Protector' 8  trial  figures,  as  actually  determined  by  the  United  States 
naval  board  of  inspection  and  survey.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  those 
figures  were  nothing  like  as  good  as  the  boat  had  previously  made,  nor 
as  good  as  she  did  on  her  trials  abroad  preliminary  to  her  acceptance 
by  the  Russian  Government.  Upon  tne  departure  of  the  board  in 
January,  1904,  the  Protector  was  docked,  and  an  opportunity  taken  to 
convert  the  improved  screws  into  old  junk. 

The  speaker  then  designed  a  screw  of  still  greater  diameter,  but  as 
I  have  already  stated,  I  am  not  a  propeller  expert,  and  while  these  No. 
3  screws  gave  better  results  than  screws  No.  2,  their  efliciencv  was  not 
as  great  as  that  of  the  screws  originally  fitted  to  the  boat.  "These  No. 
3  screws  were  the  ones,  however,  used  on  the  official  trials,  preliminary 
to  the  acceptance  of  the  Protector  by  the  Russian  authorities.  I  beg 
the  indulgence  of  this  society  while  I  read  that  report 
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OFFICIAL  RUSSIAN  REPORT  UPON  TRIAL  OF  THE  LAKE  BOAT  PROTECTOR,  NOW  THE  O&KTR 

OF  THE   RUSSIAN    NAVY. 

On  the  25th,  26th,  27th,  and  28th  of  September,  1904  (old  style),  the  commission 
appointed  by  the  general  staff  of  the  Imperial  Russian  Marine  on  the  11th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1904,  under  order  No.  16094,  directed  the  trials  of  the  torpedo  boat  Osetr  during 
the  run  from  Kronstadt  to  Bjftrkd  Sound  and  in  Bjdrkd  Sound  itself. 

The  commission,  under  the  presidency  of  Commander  M.  Becklemicheff,  was  com- 
posed of  the  following  members:  Commander  Golovnine,  Lieutenant  von  Schulz, 
fourth,  Lieutenant  Gadd,  with  the  assistance  of  the  following  representatives  of  the 
naval  technical  committee:  Captain  Zalessky*  head  shipbuilder's  assistant,  Mr. 
Gavliloff;  head  machinist's  assistant,  Mr.  Karpon. 

The  run  of  the  28th  of  September  from  Kronstadt  to  and  over  the  measured  mile,  and 
from  there  to  the  place  of  the  principal  trials  in  Bjdrkd  Sound,  was  made  quite  suc- 
cessfully. In  the  above  run  r>oth  gasoline  engines  were  used  alone,  working  with 
benzine,  except  over  the  measured  mile,  when  the  engines  worked  in  conjunction  with 
the  motors. 

The  average  speed  of  the  run  was,  at  248  revolutions,  at  the  rate  of  6.75  knotb. 

On  the  measured  mile  the  inventor  adjusted  the  propellers  at  the  most  advantageous 
pitch.     The  engines  worked  during  the  entire  run  without  any  trouble. 

•After  arrival  at  Bjdrk6  Sound,  alongside  of  the  school-ship  Oprychnik,  a  diver  was  sent 
out  from  the  diving  compartment  of  the  Osetr  to  a  depth  of  5  fathoms  and  executed 
successfully  the  order  given  by  the  commission, consisting  of  picking  and  handing  into 
•  the  compartment  an  electric  lamp  which  had  been  lowered  from  the  Oprycknik. 

The  following  trials  were  made  on  the  26th  of  September: 

The  transition  from  the  position  on  the  surface  (normal-cruising  condition)  to  the 
awash,  or  half-submerged  condition  (war-time  cruising  condition)  was  made  in  eleven 
minutes,  by  filling  the  superstructure  by  means  of  pumps.  In  this  condition  the  deck 
of  the  superstructure  is  on  a  level  with  the  surface  of  the  water. 

After  tnat  the  check  valves  of  the  ballast  tanks  were  opened  and  tank  No.  1  forward 
and  tank  No.  1  aft  were  filled  with  water.  The  time  required  for  filling  was  between 
two  and  three  minutes.  The  boat  submerged  to  the  top  of  the  coning  tower.  In  this 
condition  the  sensibility  of  the  boat  to  the  longitudinal  changing  of  weights  was  as 
follows: 

TwentJy  puds  (720  pounds),  moved  for  a  distance  of  20  feet,  produced  an  inclination 
of  3J. 

Then  the  boat  was  sent  ahead,  and  the  time  required  for  the  distance  of  0.88  mile, 
in  a  completely  submerged  condition,  at  the  forced»speed  of  the  motors,  was  nine  and 
one-half  minutes;  that  is,  the  speed  was  5.6  knots. 

From  the  last-mentioned  position,  the  speed  of  descent  was  determined.  Six 
fathoms  of  the  anchor's  cables  having  been  released,  and  the  central  ballast  tank  hav- 
ing been  filled,  the  boat  descended  in  fifty-eight  seconds  to  a  depth  of  62  feet. 

On  the  same  day  a  trial  was  made  of  firing  wooden  blocks  (dummy  torpedoes ^  from 
the  forward  topr^do  tubes  by  moans  of  air  pressure,  in  war  cruising  (awash)  condition, 
The  trial  was  quite  successful.  No  change  in  the  trim  of  the  boat  was  observed. 
A  firing  pressure  of  60  pounds  was  used. 

A  trial  of  running  on  wheels  was  made.  This  without  doubt  is  quite  possible  on  a 
smooth  bottom,  and  the  passage  of  the  wheels  over  small  stones  was  successfully 
executed.  The  commission  considers  the  wheels  very  useful  to  prevent  injury  to 
the  hull  of  the  boat. 

On  the  27th  of  September  the  following  runs  were  made  on  the  measured  distance 
of  0.88  mile,  and  the  speeds  made  were  as  follows: 

(1)  Normal  cruising  condition,  engines  only,  8J  knots,  at  240  revolutions. 

(2)  Normal  cruising  condition,  engine  and  motors  combined,  9.3  knots,  at  300  revo- 
lutions. 

(3)  War  cruising  condition  (conning  tower  awash),  engines  only,  7.4  knots,  at  224 
revolutions. 

(4)  Submerged,  motors  only,  at  the  normal  discharge  rate,  5.4  knots,  at  a  pitch  of 
2J  feet,  300  amperes  and  115  volts.  (The  full  speed  submerged  was  slightly  over  0 
knots.) 

The  change  from  the  engines  to  the  motors  was  made  in  fifteen  seconds. 

The  time  consumed  in  passing  from  the  war  cruising  (awash)  condition  of  the  boat 
under  engines,  conning  tower  only  above  the  water,  to  the  totally  submerged  con- 
dition, with  motors,  was  one  minute  and  fifty-five  seconds. 

The  change  from  the  engines  to  the  motors  was  made  in  fifteen  seconds. 

The  time  consumed  in  passing  from  the  war  cruising  (awash)  condition  of  the  boat 
under  engines,  conning  tower  only  above  the  water,  to  the  totally  submerged  condition, 
with  motors,  was  one  minute  and  fifty-five  seconds. 
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In  addition  trials  of  trolling,  or  grappling  for  mines  through  the  cock  in  the  diving 
door,  while  running  along  the  bottom  were  made.  The  difficulty  of  such  work  on  a 
rocky  bottom  was  shown,  and  success  on  a  rocky  and  irregular  bottom  is  very  doubtful. 

In  view  of  the  above  results,  the  commission  decided  as  follows: 

The  boat  maneuvers  easily,  maintains  well  uniform  depth,  and  is  suitable  for  coast 
defense.    The  boat  can  be  accepted  by  the  Government  after  the  teaching  of  the  crew. 

In  addition,  the  commission  considers  the  following  repairs  and  changes  as  necessary: 

(\\  To  tighten  the  air  compressor. 

(2)  To  enanea  the  wod:1  in  tho  pDrt  side  clutches. 

(3)  To  supply  the  boat  with  a  new  omniscope.     (Still  lat^r  pattern.) 

(4)  To  replace  part  of  the  wooden  bulkhead  on  which  the  rheostat  is  fitted  with 
t-Lcombustible  material — asbestos  op  slate. 

(b)  To  present  drawings  of  the  boat,  its  motors,  and  other  details. 
(Signed  by  the  president  and  members  of  the  commission,  and  the  representatives 
•  f  the  naval  technical  committee  assisting.) 

From  this  report  it  will  be  seen  that  Mr.  Spear's  tables,  at  least  so 
far  as  they  relate  to  the  Prote,  tor,  are  unreliable.  If  Mr.  Spear  will 
submit  the  full  report  of  the  Russian  trials  of  the  Fulton  and  those 
of  the  other  competing  types  tried  by  the  Russian  naval  authorities, 
perhaps  better  and  more  accurate  deductions  could  be  drawn  as  to 
the  relative  efficiency  of  the  different  boats  tested  by  the  Imperial 
authorities. 

In  the  speaker's  judgment,  speed  is  not  the  first  essential  in  a  suc- 
cessful submaiine  boat.  The  United  States  Navy  Department,  in 
1893,  when  asking  inventors  to  submit  designs  for  underwater  craft, 
placed  safety  at  the  head  of  the  requirements.  The  order  of  impor- 
tance in  which  the  various  elements  were  officially  given,  was  as 
follows:  First,  safety;  second,  facility  and  certainty  of  action  when 
submerged;  third,  speed  when  running  on  the  surface;  fourth,  speed 
when  submerged ;  fifth,  endurance,  both  submerged  and  on  the  sur- 
face; sixth,  offensive  power;  seventh,  stability;  eighth,  visibility  of 
object  to  be  attacked. 

Had  the  navies  of  the  world  followed  this  order  of  valuation  of 
desired  elements  in  the  designs  of  their  submarines,  the  lives  of 
sixty  odd  persons  need  not  have  been  sacrificed,  as  they  have  been 
during  the  past  three  years,  by  disasters  to  submarines. 

In  making  any  comparative  table  it  is  not  possible  to  secure  a  true 
estimate  of  the  relative  merits  without  considering  the  elements 
above  named ;  and  should  any  change  be  made  in  that  scale  of  values, 
no  change  of  position  could  excusably  alter  the  prime  and  vital  impor- 
tance of  safety. 

I  am  willing  to  concede  that,  perhaps,  the  cigar-shaped  form  of 
vessel  is  capable  of  greater  speed  when  running  submerged  than  is 
possible  with  other  forms  upon  a  fixed  measure  of  displacement  and 
power,  but  I  contend,  without  fear  of  authoritative  contradiction, 
that  experience  with  the  diving  type  of  vessel,  during  the  past  one 
hundred  years,  has  shown  that  it  is  too  unstable  and  unreliable  to  be 
9afe. 

According  to  numerous  official  reports,  both  in  this  country  and 
abroad,  it  has  been  shown  thjat  this  cigar-shaped  form  of  hull,  common 
to  the  diving  type,  has  a  tendency  to  cause  the  boat  to  make  sudden 
and  unexpected  nead-first  dives.  In  these  reports  it  is  shown  that  it  is 
necessary  for  the  crew  to  remain  at  their  stations,  and  that  a  very 
delicate  adjustment  of  ballast,  and  men  of  long  training  and  quick 
juggling  skill,  are  required  to  navigate  and  to  control  these  boats 
when  running  submerged. 
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I  shall  not  take  your  time  to  read  extracts  from  the  numerous 
reports  made  upon  this  line.  Sir  William  White,  Prof.  J.  H.  Biles. 
Rear  Admiral  Melville,  Rear  Admiral  O'Neil,  Capt.  Edgar  Lees,  and 
Captain  Bacon,  have  amply  testified  in  the  various  discussions  and 
hearings  upon  the  subject  of  the  submarine,  and  the  accidents  that 
have  happened  to  that  class  of  vessel. 

Mr.  Spear  has  implied  by  his  discussion  of  the  question  of  stability 
that  a  boat  with  a  water-tight  superstructure' has  less  stability  than 
one  without  a  superstructure;  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  his 
point  he  has  taken  the  Protector  as  a  type  and  has  assumed  conditions 
which  do  not  exist  in  modern  boats"  of  the  Lake  type,  fitted  with 
superstructures.  He  will,  perhaps,  be  surprised  to  learn  that  in  some 
of  the  Lake  boats  now  under  construction  the  center  of  buoyancy  is 
as  much  as  22  inches  above  the  center  of  gravity  when  in  a  sub- 
merged condition. 

I  doubt  if  any  of  the. diving  boats  in  existence  have  half  of  this. 
Even  the  Protector,  referred  to  by  Mr.  Spear,  must  have  had  greater 
stability  than  the  Fulton,  according  to  the  official  reports  of  the  oper- 
ations of  these  rival  boats. 

There  is  an  old  saying  that  "the  proof  of  the  pudding  is  in  the 
eating."  In  the  official  trials  of  the  Protector  in  Russian  waters 
there  were  19  persons  on  board,  including  the  officers  of  the  commis- 
sion and  a  Russian  trial  crew  undergoing  instructions  and  her  own 
crew.     These  men  were  permitted  to  move  freely  about  in  the  boat. 

In  the  later  boats  several  men  have  moved  at  one  time  from  the 
extreme  forward  end  of  the  boat  to  the  extreme  after  end  of  the 
vessel,  while  running  submerged,  without  changing  the  depth^of 
submergence  more  than  a  few  inches. 

In  discussing  stability ,  Mr.  Spear  saj^s : 

By  fitting  water-tight  superstructures  the  actual  center  of  buoyancy  may  be  raised, 
but  the  metacentric  height,  far  from  being  increased,  is  actually  decreased.  This 
arises  from  the  fact  that  such  superstructures  can  not  be  constructed  sufficiently  strong 
to  withstand  high  pressures,  hence  must  be  filled  with  water  when  submerged.  It 
follows  inevitably  that  the  center  of  gravity  is  raised  as  much  as  the  center  of  buoy- 
ancy, leaving  the  stability  intact,  but  the  large  weight  represented  by  the  lar^e  super- 
structure raises  the  center  of  gravity  of  the  hull  as  a  whole,  and  so  diminishes  the 
metacentric  height. 

The- first  mistake  is  in  the  assumption  that  by  admitting  water  into 
the  superstructure  the  center  oi  gravity  is  raised.  He  has  lost  sight 
of  the  fact  that,  when  submerging,  water  is  also  admitted  into  the 
lower  ballast  tanks,  and  that  if  more  water  is  admitted  into  the  lower 
tanks  below  the  normal  center  of  buoyancy  than  is  admitted  in  the 
superstructure  above  the  center  of  buoyancy  the  center  of  gravity 
in  a  submerged  condition  may  also  be  lowered. 

The  next  wrong  assumption  is  that  the  air  and  fuel  tanks  used  for 
storage  purposes  "generally  weigh  more  than  the  water  the}'  displace 
and  so  serve  to  further  decrease  the  metacentric  height/ ' 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  fuel  tanks,  as  used  in  the  Lake  boats, 
even  when  filled  with  gasoline,  weigh  less  than  the  water  they  dis- 
place, and  consequently  add  a  buoyant  moment  well  above  the  center 
of  gravity  of  the  boat  when  she  is  in  a  submerged  condition. 

In  the  latest  type  of  Lake  boats  the  cigar-shaped  form  of  hull  has  ; 
been  abandoned,  thereby  raising  the  center  of  buoyancy  of  the  main 
hull  6  inches  above  the  center  of  buoyancy  of  a  corresponding  hull 
of  cigar-shaped  form.     The  superstructure  itself,  even  when  filled 
with  water,  adds  a  large  buoyant  moment  several  feet  above  the 
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center  of  gravity.  This  is  owing  to  the  buoyant  character  of  its 
construction.  As  a  result  it  is  possible  to  secure  a  form  giving  a 
difference  of  22  inches  between  the  center  of  buoyancy  and  the  center 
of  gravity  when  the  boat  is  in  a  submerged  condition.  I  do  not 
believe  that  it  is  possible  to  distribute  the  machinery  in  a  hull  of 
cigar-shaped  form  so  as  to  get  a  difference  at  best  of  more  than  10 
inches  between  the  center  of  buoyancy  and  the  center  of  gravity  of 
goch  a  vessel  submerged. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the  members  to  the  sketches 
showing  the  difference  between  the  stability  capable  of  being  attained 
with  the  cigar-shaped  form  of  hull  as  used  in  the  diving  type  of  boats 
and  the  form  of  hull  used  in  the  submersible  type,  herein  referred  to, 
with  buoyant  superstructure  and  hull  of  different  form. 

There  is  sufficient  testimony  to  the  point  that  the  diving  submarine 
must  be  run  at  a  considerable  speed  m  order  to  get  her  under  water, 
unless  her  reserve  of  buoyancy  is  very  small  and  her  longitudinal 
stability  slight.  The  greater  the  stability  of  the  diving  boat,  the 
higher  must  be  her  speed  in  order  to  enable  the  vessel  to  make  her 
initial  plunge.  Model  experimental  tank  trials  and  the  fatal  records 
of  the  past  three  years  nave  shown  that  there  are  certain  forces 
exerted  at  the  bow  of  a  spindle-form  diving  boat  which  exert  a  down 
pull  at  higher  speeds  and  tend  tq  make  the  boat  plunge  when  least 
expected. 

The  British  may  be  said,  I  think  without  fear  of  contradiction,  to 
have  brought  the  diving  type  to  its  highest  state  of  perfection.  But 
notwithstanding  this,  the  numerous  fatal  disasters  and  narrow  escapes 
from  serious  mishaps  among  their  submarines  have  caused  them, 
as  I  was  recently  informed  by  a  British  officer  in  an  authoritative 
position,  to  abandon  the  exclusive  use  of  the  stern  rudder  and,  to 
quote  this  officer,  "to  adopt  the  hydroplane  as  their  means  of  sub- 
mergence." 

According  to  a  recent  article  by  Sir  William  White  (see  p.  948  of 
the  Journal  of  the  American  Society  of  Naval  Engineers,  August, 
1906),  they  have  also  adopted  the  water-tight  superstructure.  This 
water-tight  superstructure  as  applied  to  the  Lake  boats  gives  greater 
seaworthiness  and  affords  greater  stability,  both  in  the  surface  and 
in  the  submerged  condition.  It  will  therefore  be  seen  that  all  the 
important  navies  of  the  world  have  finally  adopted  in  their  sub- 
marines at  least  two  of  the  novel  features  at  first  described  and  shown 
in  the  plans  of  the  even-keel  Lake  type,  as  submitted  to  the  United 
States  Navy  Department  in  1893. 

In  May,  1902,  before  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  Mr.  Spear,  while  discussing  the  Lake  boat,  had 
this  to  say  in  reference  to  the  Protectory  then  building: 

Now,  he  has  what  he  calk  "hydroplanes,''  an  auxiliary  method  for  coming  up. 
Hydroplanes  are  nothing  hut  names,  steel  planes  hung  in  the  middle  of  the  ship,  the 
inclination  of  which  you  can  change  if  you  like.  They  are  designed  to  lift  the  vessel 
or  to  lower  her  bodily  in  the  water.  Let  us  assume  that  he  has  to  go  up  from  the 
bottom  with  his  hydroplanes.  I  started  out  on  the  assumption  that  everything  that 
Captain  Lake  hoped  to  do  is  to  be  carried  out.  As  an  expert  I  do  not  think  he  will 
make  his  hydroplanes  work,  because  they  have  been  tried  for  twenty  or  thirtv  years 
and  have  been  discarded.    It  is  an  old  idea  and  will  not  work. 

The  operation  of  the  hydroplanes  is  then  described  by  Mr.  Spear, 
and  he  further  states: 

It  has  never  been  worked  successfully  yet.  Captain  Lake  has  not  worked  his  boat 
successfully  and  will  never  work  a  boat  that  way.    It  is  what  he  hopes  to  do  with 
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his  new  boat,  but  it  has  never  been  worked,  and  it  has  been  tried  time  out  of  mind 
by  all  the  experts.  The  Argonaut  has  not  developed  those  things.  Nordenfeldt 
worked  on  it  for  years.  Mr.  Nordenfeldt's  boat  was  not  of  the  Holland  type;  that 
was  the  trouble.  It  was  an  even-keel  boat,  like  Mr.  Lake's.  This  dictum  about 
the  necessity  of  keeping  the  keel  parallel  and  horizontal  was  laid  down  by  Mr.  Nor- 
denfeldt and  has  never  been  based  on  any  sound  reasoning  or  any  sound  theory  or 
common  sense  or  experience. 

Since  that  statement  was  made  every  nation  building  submarines 
abroad,  so  far  as  the  speaker's  knowledge  goes,  has  finally  adopted 
the  hydroplane.  It  might  have  been  wise  had  Mr.  Spear  been  more 
cautious  in  his  prejudgment  of  the  Protector  and  the  success  of  the 
hydroplane,  as  the  hydroplanes  of  the  Protector  were  never  modi- 
fied or  changed  in  anyway,  and  they  wrorked  with  precision  and 
complete  success  from  the  date  of  the  boat's  initial  submergence. 

Mr.  Spear  does  not  give  a  description  of  the  new  boats  now  under 
construction,  but  a  public  photograph  of  one  of  them  shows  some- 
thing attached  to  tne  superstructure  which  looks  suspiciously  like 
hydroplanes.  It  therefore  looks  as  if  the  author  of  the  paper  on 
the  "Development  of  the  Submarine,"  like  the  submarine  designers 
abroad,  has  finally  recognized  the  importance  of  at  least  one  of  the 
features  which  in  1892  he  wished  to  be  placed  on  record  as  stating 
they  "will  not  work." 

For  the  sake  of  the  brave  fellows  who  go  down  in  the  sea  in  sub- 
marine boats,  let  us  hope  that  safety  and  reliability  of  action  in  the 
semisubmerged  and  submerged  condition  will  be  the  paramount 
,  factors  in  controlling  future  designs  of  submarine  craft. 

Mr.  L.  Y.  Spear.  Mr.  Forbes  has  raised  the  question  of  the  danger 
involved  in  handling  submarine  boats.  Anytning  like  a  complete 
discussion  of  that  pnase  of  the  subject  is  prohibited  here  by  limita- 
tions of  space.  I  would  refer  him  and  others  interested  in  that 
aspect  of  the  matter  to  a  paper  written  by  Capt.  R.  H.  Bacon, 
R.  N.,  D.  S.  O.,  before  the  British  Institution  of  Naval  Architects 
in  1905.  Captain  Bacon,  now  commanding  the  Dreadnought,  was 
formerly  in  cnarge  of  all  the  British  submarines,  and  his  reputation 
as  a  practical  expert  submarine  officer  is  of  the  highest  order.  He 
gives  a  clear  exposition  of  the  causes  leading  up  to  the  accidents 
which  have  already  occurred  and  in  his  conclusion,  in  which  I  heartily 
concur,  he  says: 

In  conclusion,  I  hope  that  I  have  been  able  to  put  impartially  before  you  the  rela- 
tive safety  of  submarine  vessels  compared  to  that  of  surface  craft.  That  the  danger 
of  the  work  is  apt  to  be  exaggerated  I  think  you  will  all  concede.  That  it  requires 
constant  care  goes  without  saying,  but  with  the  exercise  of  such  care  no  appcehen- 
aion  need  exist  of  a  larger  percentage  of  accidents  than  in  other  branches  of  the  service. 
That  with  the  increase  in  numbers  of  the  boats  accidents  wiU  occasionally  occur  is 
undoubted  for  wherever  large  quantities  of  energy  are  stored  in  an  easily  available 
state  danger  must  exist,  but  that  this  is  present  to  an  exaggerated  extent  in  the  case 
of  submarine  boats  is  not  a  fact.  Nowhere  is  the  extent  of  possible  danger  known 
better  than  among  those  who  man  the  boats,  and  nowhere  would  the  idea  of  excessive 
liability  to  accident  be  more  scouted. 

There  is,  however,  another  class  of  danger  that  may  exist,  though  at  present  it  does 
not  do  bo,  and  that  is  that  in  the  desire  to  avoid  all  risks  the  efficiency  of  the  boats 
may  be  reduced  both  by  constructural  limitations  and  also  by  curtailing  their  practi- 
cal maneuvering  by  subjecting  them  to  work  less  stringent  than  that  which  simulates 
war  conditions.  Much  better  have  no  boats  at  all  than  allow  such  limitations  \o  creep 
in.  At  present  we  can  safely  say  that  all  the  work  the  boats  do  is  up  to  the  full  reouire- 
ments  of  war  training,  and  that  neither  of  the  two  lamentable  accidents  to  the  boats 
have  in  anyway  detracted  from  the  severity  of  the  tactical  work.  The  sympathy  of 
the  whole  country  with  the  sad  fate  of  those  splendid  men  who,  l>eine  volunteers, 
were  the  pick  of  the  service,  is  apt  to  lead  to  exaggeration  of  the  real  danger  of  the 
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work.    It  is  rather  outside  the  navy  than  in  it  that  apprehension  as  to  the  safe  use  of 
the  boat*  arises. 

In  making  any  comparison  between  the  safety  of  submarines  and 
other  types  of  war  vessels  it  must  always  be  remembered  that  dan- 
gers of  tne  submarine  in  war  time  are  very  little  increased  over  those 
involved  in  peace  maneuvers,  since  she  is  immune  from  gun  fire. 
This,  of  course,  is  not  the  case  with  any  other  type  of  vessel.-  In 
making  a  fair  comparison  of  the  dangers  in  a  submarine  and  in  an 
ordinary  torpedo  boat  we  must  assume  that  the  latter  is  underway 
at  full  speed,  and  in  that  case  it  is  my  judgment,  after  a  very  con- 
siderable experience  with  both  types,  that  the  men  in  the  engine  and 
fire  rooms  of  the  surface  boat  are  in  greater  danger  than  those  in  a 
submarine  when  submerged.  History  appears  also  to  indicate  that 
there  is  much  less  danger  in  a  submarine  tnan  there  is  in  a  gun  turret 
during  target  practice  when  full  charges  are  being  fired. 

The  exact  statistics  as  to  the  number  of  submerged  operations  and 
the  number  of  boats  involved  therein  are  not  available,  Dut  it  is  esti- 
mated that  within  the  last  six  years  over  75,000  submergencies  have 
been  made  by  modern  submarines.  Out  of  this  75,000  only  3  resulted 
fatally — one  due  to  a  collision  (the  English  A-l),  one  due  to  an  im- 
properly closed  hatch  (the  French  Farfadet).  and  one  due  to  faulty 
construction  (the  French  Latin).  None  or  these  accidents  were 
really  due  to  causes  inherent  in  the  particular  types  of  submarine 
boats  affected,  nor,  indeed,  in  any  type,  the  means  and  methods  of 
submergence  not  being  involved  in  any  way.  The  record  speaks  for 
itself,  and  certainly  indicates  that  the  danger  involved  is  much  more 
imaginary  than  real.  Owing  to  the  novel  character  of  the  work,  it 
is  natural  that  the  danger  should  be  exaggerated,  and,  moreover,  it 
has  been  still  further  magnified  by  unwarranted  statements  having 
no  other  justification  than  the  business  necessities  of  those  advo- 
cating a  particular  type  of  boat. 

Captain  Hove  aard.  nas  asked  why  we  do  not  use  heavy  oil  engines 
instead  of  gasoline  engines,  on  account  of  the  greater  safety  of  the 
heavy  oil.  To  that  I  would  reply  that  so  far  there  has  been  no 
heavy  oil  engine  developed  entirely  suitable  and  satisfactory  for  this 
work.  I  believe,  however,  that  I  am  within  the  truth  in  saying  that 
the  problem  is  almost  solved.  A  solution  has  been  most  diligently 
sought  both  here  and  abroad,  and  in  the  last  few  years  very  promising 
results  have  been  achieved.  The  main  difficulty  lies  in  the  fact  that 
kerosene  and  the  heavy  oils  generally  are  more  difficult  to  vaporize 
than  gasoline,  ai*d  to  get  proper  and  clean  combustion  the  oil  must 
be  held  within  strictly  definite  limits  of  temperature,  which  limits 
vary  with  different  grades  of  oil.  If  this  is  not  done,  a  hard  carbon 
is  formed  during  combustion  and  deposited  in  the  interior  of  the 
engine,  involving  many  difficulties.  This  is  the  reason  that  so  many 
of  the  experimental  heavy  oil  engines  will  run  successfully  for  twenty- 
four  or  forty-eight  hours,  but  become  a  constant  source  of  trouble 
after  a  few  weeks  or  months  of  service.  I  do  not  mean  to  be  under- 
stood as  saying  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  successful  kerosene 
engine  for  small  power,  but  as  yet  in  large  powers  there  is  nothing 
that  compares  with  the  gasoline  engine.  The  Diesel  engine,  spoken 
of  by  Captain  Hovgaard,  is  in  my  judgment  very  unsuitable  for  this 
work,  and  my  information  is  that  it  has  so  proved  in  practice  in 
France.  Nevertheless,  I  do  not  doubt  that  the  change  will  be  made 
in  the  near  future.    I  think,  however,  that  the  dangers  involved  by  . 
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the  use  of  gasoline  axe  apt  to  be  overestimated.  Gasoline  is  carried 
in  all  types  of  submarines  in  closed  receptacles,  and  even  if  it  were 
possible  to  introduce  a  spark  into  the  tank  there  would  not  neces- 
sarily be  an  explosion,  since  a  condition  precedent  to  an  explosion 
is  a  mixture  of  air  and  gasoline  vapor  in  certain  proportions,  gener- 
ally assumed  to  vary  between  8  and  20  parts  of  air  to  1  part  of 
vapor.  The  only  danger  which  now  exists  is  the  leakage  of  small 
quantities  of  gasoline  into  the  interior  of  the  boat.  When  the  gaso- 
line connections  are  open — that  is,  when  the  engines  are  in  use — a 
very  large  volume  of  air  is  being  continually  drawn  from  the  interior 
of  the  boat  by  the  engines.  This  naturally  tends  to  give  good  venti- 
lation, so  that  even  in  the  event  of  a  very  small  leak  there  is  little 
likelihood  of  an  explosion.  There  is  no  unsurmountable  difficulty 
in  so  constructing  the  system  that  there  can  be  absolutely  no  leakage. 
Of  course  it  requires  care  and  experience.  Carelessness  m  construct- 
ing or  incompetence  in  handling  may  result  in  trouble. 

Turning  now  to  Mr.  Lake's  verv  extensive  remarks  and  leaving 
aside  for  the  moment  the  great  bulk  of  historical  matter  therein  con- 
tained, I  shall  confine  myself  to  the  two  points  in  my  paper  to  which 
Mr.  Lake  takes  some  exception,  viz,  first,  the  question  of  the  actual 
and  relative  speeds,  endurances,  etc.,  of  the .  Protector  class;  and, 
•  second,  the  question  of  the  actual  and  relative  stability  of  that  type. 

The  authority  for  the  speeds  ascribed  to  the  Protector  class  was 
clearly  given  in  the  body  or  the  paper,  wherein  it  was  also  noted  that 
somewhat  higher  speeds  had  been  accredited  in  Russia,  not  only  to 
the  Protector  class,  but  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  type  7-P. 
As  the  comparison,  however,  included  not  only  these  two  tjrpes,  but 
an  English  and  two  French  types,  it  was  not  thought  desirable  or 
fair  to  use  the  Russian  results  m  comparison,  since  this  would  unduly 
favor  both  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  type  7-P  and  the  Protector 
class.  So  far  as  a  comparison  between  the  two  latter  types  is  con- 
cerned, the  results  are  practically  the  same,  whether  we  take  the 
average  records  from  the  Russian  trials  or  from  the  trials  in  other 
countries.  At  Mr.  Lake's  request,  I  have  submitted  some  Russian 
figures  to  the  same  processes  as  those  used  in  the  body  of  the  paper, 
and  the  following  tables  are  the  results  thereof: 


Table  No 

.11. 

Name. 

Maximum  surface 
speed  under  en- 
gines. 

Corresponding 
radius. 

Submerged  speed. 

Corresponding 
radius. 

Trial 
■peed. 

9.4 
8.5 

V 

Rela- 
tive. 

Ha-1     & 
dlus.  j  f  j) 

Rela- 
tive. 

132 
100 

Trial 
speed. 

V 

Rela- 
tive. 

Ra- 
dius. 

R 

Rela- 
tive. 

Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany's Fulton... 

Lake  Company's 
Protector 

L895 
1.523 

124.4 
100 

1 
329     66.34 
280  I  5a  18 

7.6 
5.4 

1.532 

.9677 

158 
100 

28 
11 

5.646 
L971 

286.5 

100 

Table  No 

.12. 

Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany. Type:  7-P, 
Sterlyad,    May, 
1906.. 

9.5 
7.5 

1.915 
1.344 

1 

1 

142.5      342 

68.96 
44.80 

154 
100 

7.6 
4.6 

1.532 
a  8244 

186 
100 

23 

9.2 

4.687 
L649 

281 

Lake     Company. 
Protector.  Type: 
Plotva,  July,  1905 

100 

250 

100 
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In  Table  No.  11  it  will  be  noted  that  I  have  used  the  figures  given 
by  Mr.  Lake  for  the  speeds  of  the  Protector  on  the  Russian  trials.  I 
hive  been  unable  to  verify  these  figures,  and.  in  fact,  I  find  appar- 
ently authentic  information  in  conflict  with  tnem.  It  also  appears 
that  there  was  some  question  as  to  an  allowance  for  dirty  bottom  on 
these  trials.  The  same  considerations  apply  to  the  results  of  the 
Fulton's  trials  in  Russia,  and  in  consequence  the  comparison  should 
be  regarded  as  of  doubtful  value,  especially  since  these  results  do  not 
check  with  those  obtained  from  sister  ships  later.  Table  No.  11,  as 
compared  with  Table  No.  10,  shows  the  following  changes  in  the  rela- 
tive superiority  of  type  7-F. — in  surface  speed  from  37  to  24J  per 
cent;  in  corresponding  radius  from  55  to  32  per  cent;  in  submerged 
speed  from  107  to  58  per  cent,  and  in  corresponding  radius  from  196 
to  186}  per  cent. 

Table  No.  12  shows  the  results  of  the  trials  of  sister  ships  of  the 
Fulton  and  of  the  Protector,  tried  in  Russia  at  a  later  date.  As  these 
trials  were  free  from  any  question  of  allowance,  and  as  the  results 
approach  nearer  to  the  average  results  obtained  in  Russia,  the  com- 
parisons therein  shown  are  unquestionably  more  accurate  than  those 
m  Table  No.  11. 

Comparing  these  results  with  those  given  in  Table  No.  10,  we  see 
that  there  is  no  very  great  change  in  the  relative  values.  The  rela- 
tive superiority  of  type  7-P  is  changed  in  surface  speed  from  37  to 
42}  per  cent;  m  corresponding  radius  from  55  to  54  per  cent;  in  sub- 
merged speed  from  107  to  86  per  cent,  and  in  corresponding  radius 
from  196  to  181  per  cent.  For  a  rigorous  comparison  of  submerged 
endurance — that  is,  at  the  same  speed — the  figures  remain  practically 
the  same  as  given  in  the  paper — that  is,  the  Electric  Boat  Company's 
type  7-P  shows  a  superiority  over  the  Lake  Company's  Protector  type 
of  about  970  per  $ent. 

It  does  not  seem  incumbent  upon  me  to  pass  my  judgment  as  to 
whether  or  not  these  inferior  speed  results  were  due  to  defective  pro- 
pellers. It  is,  however,  pertinent  to  remark  that  the  Plotva,  practi- 
cally a  sister  ship  of  the  Protector,  was  not  completed  until  tne  sum- 
mer of  1905,  two  years  after  the  Protector.  Her  builders  therefore 
had  an  opportunity  to  use  any  one  of  the  three  propellers  which  had 
been  used  on  the  Protector,  and  if  the  results  from  the  first  propeller 
on  the  latter  vessel  were  so  much  better  than  those  shown  on  any 
trials  of  which  there  is  official  record  it  seems  a  curious  fact  that  that 
propeller  was  not  used  on  the  later  boat,  particularly  when  it  is  under- 
stood that  the  minimum  guaranties  for  that  class  of  boat  were  9 
knots  on  the  surface  and  7  Knots  submerged. 

On  the  whole,  then,  it  would  appear  that  Table  No.  10,  setting  forth 
the  relative  merits  of  various  types  as  to  speeds,  radii  of  action,  etc., 
d  es  no  substantial  injustice  to  any  particular  type  so  long  as  we  are 
c  ntent  to  confine  ourselves  to  actual  results  achieved  on  official 
fa  als.  Obviously,  when  we  go  outside  of  this  for  our  data,  results 
b  come  unreliable. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  stability,  Mr.  Lake  does  not  directly 
q  estion  tne  figures  given  in  the  paper.  Nevertheless,  in  the  gen- 
e  d  discussion  of  the  subject  ana  in  the  face  of  those  figures,  he 
ii  plies  that  a  lack  of  stability  is  an  essentail  feature  of  the  design 
o  what  he  terms  a  "diving  submarine."  How  such  contention 
ci  \jbe  adhered  to  in  the  face  of  the  figures  without  questioning  the 


1152  HEABINGS   ON   HOUSE   BESOLtTTION   288. 

latter  is  beyond  my  comprehension.  La  the  body  of  the  paper  1 
stated  that  the  actual  metacentric  height  of  a  122-ton  boat  of  the 
diving  type  was  64£  per  cent  greater  than  that  of  the  174-ton  Pro- 
tector of  tne  Lake  type.  I  have  carefully  examined  the  figures  with 
regard  to  the  122-ton  boat  and  find  them  to  be  correct,  and  con- 
finned  by  independent  determinations.  Mr.  Lake  has  himself,  in 
his  discussion,  unconsciously  confirmed  the  figures  I  gave  as  to  the 
Protector.  He  states  that  m  the  diving  condition  a  weight  of  720 
pounds  moved  a  distance  of  20  feet  in  the  Protector  produced  an 
inclination  of  3i°.  Applying  the  ordinary  formula  inclining  moment 
equals  displacement  times  G.  M.  times  sign  of  the  angle  of  inclination, 
we  find  tnat  G.  M.  in  this  case  works  out  to  0.61  feet;  that  is,  7.32 
inches. 

This  confirms  the  figure  I  have  already  given,  which  is  again  con- 
firmed by  another  official  determination  making  the  metacentric 
height  of  the  Protector  type  submerged  0.58  feet,  or  6.96  inches. 
Now,  of  course  the  metacentric  height  is  an  exact  measure  of  relative 
stability  only  when  the  displacements  are  equal,  and  if  the  dimensions 
of  the  122-ton  boat  were  to  be  expanded  so  as  to  make  the  displace- 
ment 174  tons,  the  disparity  between  the  metacentric  heights  would 
be  even  greater.  The  facts  which  I  have  given  in  the  body 
of  the  paper  and  reiterated  here  are  incontestable  and  susceptible 
of  proof.  If  they  conflict  with  the  theories  held  by  Mr.  Lake  and 
others,  it  is  unfortunate  for  the  theories.  The  prime  object  of  placing 
the  facts  before  this  society  was  to  correct  an  erroneous  impression 
which  has  arisen  from  the  repeated  publication  of  the  false  assump- 
tion that  the  diving  type  of  boat  must  necessarily  have  less  stability 
than  the  even-keel  type. 

As  it  was  the  aim  of  the  paper  to  deal  only  with  established  facts, 
it  will  not  be  profitable  to  enter  into  any  discussion  as  to  what  future 
developments  may  be  with  regard  to  the  que&tion  of  stability. 
Whether  the  relative  stability  of  the  two  types  discussed  will  remain 
as  they  are  now,  or  whether  they  will  approach  each  ohter,  or  whether 
eventually  the  even-keel  type  will  require  more  stability,  is  a  matter 
that  can  not  be  determined  at  the  present  moment,  since  no  accurate 
data  is  available.  The  facts  as  they  stand  at  present  conclusively 
demonstrate  that  the  best  known  type  of  diving  boat  has  greater 
stability  than  the  best  known  type  or  even-keel  boat. 

Furthermore,  that  the  stability  of  this  type  of  diving  boat  is  ample 
in  practice  and  certified  to  by  the  records  of  a  great  many  boats 
made  under  varied  conditions.  This  conclusion  can  be  easily  veri- 
fied by  reference  to  many  official  reports. 

Obviously,  no  designer  of  submarme  boats  can  afford  to  neglect  the 
question  of  safety  and  he  must  provide  adequately  for  all  the  factors 
involved — strength,  stability,  etc.  After  this  is  done,  however,  the 
aim  should  be  toward  the  development  of  the  military  qualities — 
speed,  endurance,  rapidity  of  submergence,  armament,  etc.  It  is 
possible  to  build  a  submarine  boat  which  is  practically  fool-proof,  as 
every  particular  kind  of  accident  which  may  happen  has  some  pos- 
sible remedy,  either  in  the  original  design  or  m  special  device,  but  by 
the  time  the  Vessel  is  given  up  to  that  sort  of  thing  entirely  its  mili- 
tary usefulness  is  destroyed. 

It  was  not  part  of  my  original  intention  to  discuss  the  relative 
merits  and  demerits  of  the  system  of  submergence  used  by  Mr.  Lake 
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and  that  used  bv  the  rest  of  the  world.  As  the  subject,  however,  has 
been  introduced  into  the  discussion  in  a  general  way,  it  may  serve 
to  clarify  some  ideas  if  the  general  question  be  restated  in  particular 
form,  while  adhering  to  two  particular  and  established  types  of  boats 
for  which  we  have  accurate  data.  We  may  say,  "Which  is  better, 
a  boat  having  a  certain  amount  of  stability  and  dependent  entirely 
upon  that  to  maintain  its  longitudinal  axis  in  a  desired  plane,  and 
nothing  but  emergency  means  for  mechanically  changing  the  incli- 
nation of  its  axis,  or  a  boat  having  greater  stability  and  fitted  with 
the  necessary  mechanical  means  for  overcoming  that  stability  and 
so  controlling  absolutely  the  inclination  of  its  longitudinal  axis?" 
Obviously,  it  any  abnormal  forces,  either  exterior  or  interior,  act  to 
change  the  inclination,  the  second  vessel  will  be  in  much  the  better 
position  to  handle  the  situation.  When  we  add  to  these  facts  the 
aisparity  in  speeds,  endurances,  and  time  required  for  submergence, 
the  question  appears  to  answer  itself. 

With  regard  to  what  I  may  term  the  historical  portion  of  Mr.  Lake's 
remarks,  there  are  many  views  expressed  with  which  I  find  myself 
unable  to  agree.  However,  as  any  elaborate  discussion  of  such  his- 
torical matter  would  appear  to  be  out  of  place  before  a  scientific 
society  of  this  character,  I  shall  content  myself  here  merely  with  a 
comment  on  one  or  two  points  which  seem  to  have  an  important 
bearing  on  the  technical  side  of  this  auestion. 

In  discussing  the  question  of  the  relative  importance  of  the  various 
features  of  design,  Mr.  Lake  quotes  a  circular  of  the  United  States 
Na]|y  Department,  dated  1893.  It  would  seem  pertinent  to  remark 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  has  run  on  that  circular,  and  that  that 
is  the  view  taken  by  the  Navy  Department  is  apparent  from  the  fol- 
lowing quotation  from  a  letter  from  the  Secretary,  dated  November 
30,  1903,  and  addressed  to  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company: 

Referring  to  the  third  paragraph  of  your  letter,  in  which  you  lay  particular  stress 
on  one  of  the  earliest  circulars  issued  6y  the  Department  relative  to  submarine  ves- 
sels, viz.  that  dated  April  17,  1S03,  which  was  prepared  before  the  Navy  was  in  pos- 
session of  anv  submarine  vessels,  and  wThen  the  practical  knowledge  as  to  the  require- 
ments of  submarine  navigation  was  extremely  limited,  you  are  informed  that  the 
requirements  of  the  circular  aforesaid,  prepared  more  than*  ten  years  ago,  and  long 
since  superseded  by  the  developments  of  the  art  of  submarine  navigation,  are  not 
to  be  considered  in  jany  sense  as  a  basis  of  the  present  competitive  trials  of  submarine 
vessels,  and  that  those  trials  will  be  conducted  in  the  light  of  all  the  information 
now  available  as  to  the  actual  needs  of  vessels  engaged  in  the  various  operations  of 
submarine  warfare. 

M.  Laubeuf ,  the  designer  of  the  Narval,  will  probably  be  greatly  sur- 
prised to  find  that  he  arew  his  ideas  from  the  Argonaut,  especially  as 
the  latter  vessel  was  not  a  submarine  in  the  full  sense  of  tne  worH  in 
that  she  only  operated  on  the  surface  and  on  the  bottom,  where  she 
always  had  connection  with  the  atmosphere  through  the  hollow  mast. 
Mr.  Lake  is  also  mistaken  in  thinking  that  the  Narval  marked  the 
abandonment  by  the  French  of  the  exclusive  use  of  the  stern  rudder, 
the  facts  being  that  the  experimental  work  of  the  Gymnote  and  Gus- 
tave  ZedSe  resulted  in  similar  rudders  being  fitted  on  those  vessels 
prior  to  the  launching  of  the  Narval.  It  might  be  well  here  to  note 
also  that  the  Narval  aoes  not  employ  the  so-called  hydroplane.  She 
is  fitted  with  bow  and  stern  rudders,  which  are  handled  independ- 
ently, and  she  inclines  her  axis  when  submerging  and  rising.  The 
angles  used,  however,  are  not  great,  since  the  rudders  are  independent 
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of  each  other  and  therefore  can  be  used  to  produce  not  only  a  turn- 
ing movement  about  the  center  of  gravity,  but  a  vertical  thrust  in 
addition.  In  other  words,  in  actual  operation,  she  is  intermediate 
between  the  pure  diving  type  with  stern  rudders  only  and  the  pure 
even-keel  type,  operating  by  hydroplanes. 

In  conclusion,  in  view  of  the  many  misstatements  and  the  great 
amount  of  misinformation  which  has  been  published  and  republished 
with  regard  to  the  character  and  achievements  of  submarine  boats,  I 
have  in  the  preparation  of  this  paper  endeavored  to  limit  myself 
so  far  as  possible  to  facts,  which  have  been  definitely  ascertained 
and  for  which  reliable  authority  can  be  given,  and  I  have  purposely 
excluded  inferences  and  general  theories,  except  where  it  was  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  illustrate  a  point,  believing  that  each  member  of 
the  society  interested  in  the  subject  should  adjust  the  facts  to  the 
theory  in  his  own  way  and  draw  his  own  inferences  and  conclusions 
from  the  results  which  have  actually  been  accomplished. 


House  of  Representatives, 
Select  Committee  Under  House  Resolution  288, 

Wednesday,  April  15, 1908. 
The  committee  met  at  2  o'clock  p.  m. 

AD  members  of  the  committee  were  present,  except  Mr.  Broussard. 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  oe  in  order. 

TESTIMONY  OP  CLEMENT  E.  ADAMS.  • 

Mr.  Adams,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined,  testified  as 
ollows: 
The  Chairman.  I  will  ask  Mr.  Howard  to  examine  Mr.  Adams. 

By  Mr.  Howard. 

Q.  Mr  Adams,  what  is  your  name,  age,  place  of  residence? — A. 
Clement  E.  Adams,  42,  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Have  you  lived  there  all  your  life2  Mr.  Adams? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
have  not.  I  have  been  away  from  Bridgeport  for  some  time  and 
recently  returned . 

Q.  When  did  vou  return? — A.  In  January. 

Q.  What  year? — A.  This  year. 

Q.  What  are  you  doing  now? — A.  I  have  charge  of  the  books  of 
the  Lake  Torpedo"  Boat  Company. 

Q.  What  books? — A.  Well,  the  books  of  account. 

Q.  What  is  the  official  designation  of  your  position? — A.  Really,  I 
never  had  any  title.  I  have  been  subject  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake's  call 
wherever  he  wanted  me. 

Q.  Subject  to  what? — A.  To  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  to  go  wherever  he 
wished  me. 

Q.  Are  you  related  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How?— A.  By  marriage  to  his  sister. 

Q.  Brother-in-law? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  married  in  the  family? — A.  Sixteen 
years. 

Q.  Prior  to  January  of  this  year  where  did  you  live,  Mr.  Adams?— 
A.  For  about  two  years  in  Washington. 

Q.  Immediately  preceding  this  removal  to  Bridgeport? — A.  Yes. 


NW. 
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Where  in  Washington  did  you  live? — A.  2007  Thirteenth  street 


Q.  How  were  you  employed  while  you  lived  there? — A.  I  had 
icharge  of  our  correspondence  and  various  other  duties  I  was  called 
on  to  attend  to  here  in  Washington;  merely  clerical  duties. 

Q.  You  mean  clerical  duties  pertaining  to  the  books?— A.  Of  the 
Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

0.  Have  you  every  occupied  any  position  with  the  Lake  people? — 
A  No,  sir. 

0.  Prior  to  your  occupation  at  Washington  where  were  you  living 
ana  what  were  you  doing? — A.  Pennsylvania  Railroad. 

Q.  Now  particularly  what  were  your  duties  here  in  Washington  for 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  people? — A.  Well,  I  held  the  office  down; 
really  took  care  of  the  correspondence. 

Where  was  the  office  building? — A.  605  Colorado  Building. 
It  has  been  there  all  the  while  ? — A.  Yes. 

Ever  since  they  have  had  a  Washington  office? — A.  Yes. 
Well,  previous  to  my  coming  to  Washington  it  was  618  in  the  same 
building. 

(X Txney  had  an  office  here  prior  to  that? — A.^  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where?— A.  In  the  same  building,  only  a  different  room. 

Q.  That  building  has  not  been  here  many  .years,  has  it? — A.  It 
has  been  here  as  long  as  we  have  had  an  office  here. 

Q.  The  first  office  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  people  in  Washington 
then  was  in  the  Colorado  Building? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  do  anything  else  besides  keep  the  office  down  and  at- 
tena  to  the  correspondence  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  to  any  business  of  the  company  in  the  Navy 
Department? — A.  Never  had  any  connection  with  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  make  any  visits  to  the  Navy  Department  on  that 
basis? — A.  I  think  I  was  in  the  Navy  Department  twice  to  deliver 
letters,  merely  hand  them  in. 

Q.  Letters  from  whom  to  whom? — A.  Letters  addressed  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  from  our  vice-president,  I  suppose. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  occasions? — A.  Well,  one  of  them  con- 
tained a  certified  statement  covering  model  trials.  I  really  do  not 
know  what  the  other  was;  I  can  not  recall  what  the  other  was. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  what  the  other  contained? — A.  No;  I  think 
not.  It  was  forwarded  from  Bridgeport,  I  believe,  and  requested  to 
deliver  it  in  person  to  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  You  made  no  other  visits  to  the  Navy  Department  on  account 
of  the  company? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  acquaintances  in  the  Navy  Department — the 
Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair? — A.  No,  sir.^ 

Q.  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  any  communications  from  the 
Navy  Department  to  your  company  that  were  forwarded  either  to 
Bridgeport  or  to  Berlin,  to  any  person  % — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  any  part  of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Skerrett  about 
receiving  communications  from  the  Navy  Department? — A.  I  have 
seen  mention  in  the  newspapers  only  of  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  hear  his  testimony? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  read  the  printed  reports  of  his  testimony? — A.  I 
have  not  seen  the  printed  reports. 


1156  HEABINGS  ON  HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288. 

Q.  Did  you.  yourself,  ever  send  any  printed  matter  or  written 
matter  to  Bridgeport,  coming  from  the  Navy  Department? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Of  any  kind? — A.  Well,  I  sent  some  copies  of  proposals  for 
submitting  submarine  boats. 

Q.  From  the  Navy  Department? — A.  From  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  Proposals  of  what  effect? — A.  Blank  proposals  printed  by  the 
Department  for  submitting  boats  for  trials. 

Q.  You  have  no  knowledge  whatever,  then,  of  any  report  or  other 
matter  being  sent  from  the  Navy  Department  to  your  company? — A. 
No,  I  have  not. 

Q.  To  Mr.  Skerrett  or  any  other  person? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  present  at  any  trials  of  the  Lake  boats  off  Newport? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  present  at  any  trial  of  a  Lake  boat? — A.  Xo 
public  demonstration. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  present  at  any  private  trials? — A.  Merely  the 
.testing  out  of  the  boats. 

Q.  Were  you  present  on  such  an  occasion  as  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When" was  it;  what  was  the  boat? — A.  I  was  on  the  Simon 
Lake  10,  at  Newport  News. 

Q,  When? — A.  That  was  about  1905,  or  the  latter  part  of  1905,  as 
I  recall  it. 

Q.  Did  you  go  down  in  them? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  who  else  did  beside  her  crew — whether  there 
were  any  guests? — A.  Yes;  we  had  on  board  several  foreign  repre- 
sentatives. 

Q.  Anyone  else  ? — A.  No  one  except  the  employees  of  the  company. 

Q.  Were  you  present  at  more  than  one  of  those  tests  % — A.  No, 
sir;  at  one  only. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Lilley  in  the  party  that  went  down  at  that  time? — A 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Was  he  invited  to  be,  within  your  knowledge? — A.  No;  that  is 
in  1905.  I  never  heard  Mr.  Lilley's  name  connected  with  subma- 
rines at  that  time. 

Q.  You  are  positive  of  it,  he  was  not  a  guest? — A.  Oh,  yes;  posi- 
tive. 

Q.  He  did  not  go  down  on  the  occasion  you  refer  to? — A.  No;  we 
had  nothing  but  foreign  representatives  on  board  at  that  time. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  present  or  did  you  participate  in  any  entertain- 
ment in  Washington  City  of  any  Members  of  Congress  by  the  Lake 
boat  people  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  were  you  ever  present  at  an  entertainment  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress from  Connecticut  by  the  Lake  boat  people  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  present  at  an  entertainment  of  Members  of  Con- 

fess  from  Connecticut  in  Washington  by  the  Lake  boat  people? — A. 
o.  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  present  at  any  entertainment  of  any  Member  of 
Congress  at  anywhere? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  extend  any  invitation  to  any  Member  of  Congress  on 
behalf  of  the  Lake  boat  people ? — A.  Never;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Any  form  or  manner  of  entertainment  in  Washington? — A.  No, 
sir. 
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Q.  Do  you  recall  the  making  of  any  contract  between  the  Navy 
Department  and  the  Lake  Boat  Company  for  the  boat  now  con- 
tracted for? — A.  I  was  not  in  Washington  at  that  time. 

Q.  Do  you  know  any  fact  connected  with  obtaining  that  con- 
tract?— A.  In  what  manner? 

Q.  In  this  manner:  Did  you  go  to  the  Navy  Department,  either 
alone  or  in  company  with  any  attorney  or  representative  of  the  Lake 
company,  to  insist  that  they  should  be  given  one  of  those  contracts,  or 
some  portion  of  that  appropriation  for  a  Lake  boat? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  aware  of  any  arguments  that  were  made,  or  present 
and  heard  any  arguments  made  at  the  Navy  Department  on  behalf 
of  the  Lake  Boat  Company  in  connection  with  such  contract  ? — A.  No, 

!  Q.  Were  you  present  at  the  Attorney-General's  office  when  the 
question  was  argued  before  him  or  presented  to  him  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  acts  of  Congress  of  1906  and  1907? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  knowledge  that  any  such  proposition  was 
being  made  to  the  Attorney-General,  either  by  counsel  or  any  official 
;of  the  Lake  Boat  Company? — A.  Yes;  I  knew  that  such  thing  did 
take  place. 

I  Q.  What  did  that  knowledge  consist  of;  what  was  it  that  you 
knew? — A.  I  knew  that  they  had  petitioned  the  Secretary  to  ask 
for  an  opinion  by  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  Now,  how  did  you  know  that? — A.  Well,  by  conversation  with 
other  parties  connected  with  the  company. 

Q.  What  other  parties;  who  particularly? — A.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  Mr.  Lake  said  to  you  or  what  you  heard 
him  say  to  others  on  that  subject? — A.  No;  only  that  the  Secretary 
had  consented  to  present  the  matter  to  the  Attorney-General. 
^  Q.  Did  you  hear  him  say  anything  about  how  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  had  come  to  consent  to  submit  the  questions  to  the  Attorney- 
General? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  interviews  that  he  had  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  on  that  subject? — A.  No,  sir. 

s  Q.  Do  you  know  how  he  obtained  the  consent  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  to  submit  that  question? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  What  more  do  you  know  about  it  than  Mr.  Lake's  statement 
to  vou,  J.  C.  Lake's  statement  to  you  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
had  consented  to  submit  it  to  the  Attorney-General? — A.  That  is 
about  all. 

Q.  When  and  where  was  that  statement  made  to  you? — A.  Made 
by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  In  our  Washington  office. 

Q.  Do  vou  remember  about  what  time? — A.  No;  some  time 
shortly  before  the  affair  took  place. 

Q.  Shortly  before  what? — A.  Shortly  before  the  matter  was  pre- 
sented to  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  Do  you  remembler  when  that  was? — A.  No,  I  do  not;  I  do  not 
recall  the  date. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  the  month  about,  the  season  of  the  year? — A. 
Well,  it  was  in  the  summer  of  this  year,  as  I  understand  it. 

Q.  Of  this  year?— A.  Of  the  year  1907. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  part  of  the  summer? — A.  No,  sir. 


1158  HEARINGS  ON  HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  who  was  present  when  this  was  said  to  yout-< 
A.  No.  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  any  of  the  circumstances  connected  witl 
it?— A.  It  may  have  been  a  private  conversation  between  the  twc 
of  us. 

Q.  Was  it  or  not? — A.  I  can  not  recall  whether  it  was  or  not  d 
this  time. 

Q.  It  was  regarded  as  an  important  occurrence,  was  it  nott — A 
Yes. 

Q.  The  first  one  of  the  kind  that  you  had  ever  had  in  the  histoij 
of  the  company? — A.  Of  that  character,  yes.  _  < 

Q.  That  is  what  I  mean  by  kind.  Had  there  been  some  consid- 
erable effort  to  bring  it  about? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  effort  wd 
made. 

Q.  You  have  no  knowledge  that  any  effort  was  being  made  in  thai 
direction? — A.  I  knew  there  was  something  going  on?  out  I  was  not 
familiar  with  the  facts  at  all,  as  it  was  out  of  my  line.  I  did  not 
bother  with  that  part  of  the  business. 

Q.  You  felt  some  little  more  interest  than  the  transpiring  of  (hi 
office  hours  in  the  success  of  the  company,  did  vou  not? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Took  note  of  some  matters  not  particularly  connected  witff 
holding  the  office  down? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  of  the  efforts  that  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  madl 
about  this  determination  on  the  part  of  the  Attorney-General? — Ai 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  visited  any  of  the  officials  of  thl 
Government  of  the  United  States  with  a  view  to  predisposing  them 
to  intercede  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  do  this  thing? — A.  No^ 
sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  any  conversation  between  Mr.  Lake  and  hi 
counsel  or  any  other  person?— A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  How  long  was  Mr.  Lake  here  at  that  time? — A.  Mr.  Lake  spent 
his  time  between  Bridgeport  and  Washington;  I  do  not  remember 
how  long  he  stayed  at  either  place  at  the  time. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  that  summer  whether  he  spent  a  considerable 
part  of  the  time  here  in  Washington? — A.  Yes,  sir;  he  did. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  how  much  of  it? — A.  No;  I  can  not  tell  you 
offhand. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  he.  was  here  in  Washington  for  several 
months  at  that  time?— A/ He  was  here  at  intervals  during  the 
greater  part  of  the  summer. 

Q.  Simon  Lake  was  not  here  at  that  time? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  he? — A.  Somewhere  in  Europe. 

Q.  J.  C.  Lake  was  practically  in  control  of  the  interests  of  the 
company  here  in  Washington  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  was  the  hired  official  of  the  company  in  charge  of  matters 
at  that  time?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  as  a  fact  that  he  did  not  leave  Washington  until 
after  the  Attorney-General  had  rendered  an  opinion  in  the  matter?— 
A.  I^dmiot  recall  the  date  now.  Mr.  Lake  left  Washington  some 
time  in  July  and  he  was  away  more  or  less  from  that  time  on. 

Q.  How  long  would  he  remain  away  from  going  until  the  return- 
ing?—A.  Sometimes  it  would  be  two  or  three  weeks. 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288.  1159 

Q-  When  he  was  gone  how  were  you  employed  ? — A.  Merely  look- 
kg  after  the  correspondence. 

Q.  Writing  letters?— A.  Yes. 
i   Q.  Of  your  own  dictation?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

I  Q.  To  whom  and  what  about?— A.  Well,  it  was  mostly  the  expend- 
itures of  our  office,  petty  cash  expenditures  and  possibly  passing  on 
communications  to  the  Department. 

Q.  You  did  not  have  but  two  of  those  communications? — A.  No; 

am  not  speaking  about  personally.     You  asked  me  before  if  I  pei> 

mallv  visited  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  I  asked  you  about  personal  visits,  you  said  there  were  two  in  the 

ro  years? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  There  were  other  communications  then  in  writing  to  the  Navy 
Efejmrtment? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  they  of  your  own  origination? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  were  they;  what  was  the  nature  of  them?— A.  I  can  not 
jdl  without  referring  to  our  correspondence. 

Q.  You  had  no  contracts  with  the  Government? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  were  building  no  boats  for  the  Government? — A.   No,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  seeking  opportunity  to  do  that? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  what  was  the  correspondence  about?— A.  Of  course  we 
tore  trying  to  get  business  from  the  Government. 

Q.  It  was  for  torpedo  boats,  submarine-boat  business,  was  it  not? — 
Al  Yes;  and  we  were  having  certain  model  trials  running  in  their 
model  tank. 

Q.  That  was  down  at  the  navy-yard? — A.  Yes;  it  all  went  through 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy's  hands. 

Q.  You  wrote  letters  about  that? — A.  Yes,  sir;  merely  forwarding 
of  the  correspondence. 

Q.  Did  you  write  any  letters  in  forwarding  this  correspondence;  did 
foa  write  any  yourself  connected  with  it?— A.  I  think  so. 
Of  your  own  production? — A.  I  think  so;  yes. 
WKat  did  you  say  about  it? — A.  Passing  on  inclosures. 

w  Could  those  letters  not  have  gone  through  the  mail  from 
Bridgeport  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  been  as  intelligibly 
bandied  without  your  additional  communications  noting  that  they 
Wtre  thereby  transmitted? — A.  It  might  possibly;  yes. 
!  Q.  If ,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a  communication  was  gotten  up  at  Bridge- 
port about  a  matter  of  that  kind  and  you  did  nothing  except  to  receive 
■  at  the  Washington  office  and  reman  it  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy, 
If  it  did  not  originally  contain  some  intelligent  thing,  it  never  got 
Intelligent  thing  into  it  from  anything  that  you  did,  did  it? — (No 
inswer.) 

Q.  I  merely  wanted  to  know  what  the  extent  of  the  business  was 
during  those  two  years  that  you  were  in  charge  of  the  office  here,  fully 
eighteen  months  of  which  you  had  no  contract  with  the  Government  ? — 
A  Well,  a  great  part  of  tnat  time  also  was  taken  up  with  Mr.  Lake's 
private  affairs. 

m  Q.  His  private  affairs  directed  by  you  from  here? — A.  In  connec- 
tion with  the  Patent  Office. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  you  do  in  connection  with  it? — A.  Well,  I  got 
up  his  patent  specifications. 


Q.  Are  you  an  attorney? — A.  No;  I  am  not. 
Q.  Are  you  skilled  in  patent  matters? — A.  No. 


1160  HEABINGS  ON  HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288. 

Q.  What  part,  then,  of  his  patent  application  did  you  make  up  anl 
get  out? — A.  The  applications,  typewriting,  etc.  m        * 

Q.  Did  you  do  the  original  work  connected  with  the  application*— < 
A.  No. 

Q.  You  merely  copied  what  somebody  else  told  you? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  private  matter  of  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake? — A.  Y< 
sir. 

Q.  And  you  were  employed  by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company?— 
A.  And  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake. 

Q.  Who  paid  you  a  part  of  your  salary? — A.  Yes,  sir.  ^  j 

Q.  Now  now  many  patent  applications  did  you  assist  in  preparing 
or  copying  or  have  to  do  with  filing  in  that  timet— A.  Well,  1  supposl 
we  got  out  a  dozen  or  more. 

Q.  Who  assisted  you  in  the  matter,  or  in  any  of  those  patent 
rights? — A.  Mr.  Lake's  patent  attorney. 

Q.  What  part  of  the  work  did  you  do,  Mr.  Adams? — A.  Well,  I 
had  charge  of  Mr.  Lake's  accounts. 

Q.  He  did  not  remain  here  permanently,  he  was  only  occasionally 
here  and  occasionally  at  Bridgeport? — A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  his  home? — A.  Mr.  Lake's  home  is  supposed  to  be  in 
Rutherford,  N.  J.;  that  was  his  legal  residence. 

Q.  Where  did  he  actually  spend  the  time? — A.  Hotel  Cochran. 

Q.  Where? — A.  Here  in  Washington,  but  he  has  been  traveling  a 
great  deal  with  Mrs.  Lake,  who  was  in  ill  health. 

Q.  During  those  two  years? — A.  A  part  of  that  time. 

Q.  Now,  when  he  was  not  traveling? — A.  He  stopped  both  in 
Bridgeport  and  Washington, 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  he  left  New  York  in  the  month  of  March?— 
A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  before  he  left? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where?— A.  At  the  Hotel  Belmont. 

Q.  When? — A.  On  the  evening  of  the  17th. 

Q.  You  saw  him  there  on  the  evening  of  the  17th? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  he  leave?— A.  Sailed  on  the  18th. 

Q.  What  on? — A.  On  the  Southern  Pacific  steamer. 

Q.  For  what  port? — A.  New  Orleans. 

Q.  You  know  that  he  sailed  on  the  19th? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  ? — A.  I  knew  he  was  booked  for  that  steamer, 
and  we  received  postal  cards  from  him  from  New  Orleans  upon  his 
arrival,  or  from  Mrs.  Lake. 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  he  arrived  in  New  Orleans? — A.  I  think  it 
was  March  23;  I  am  not  sure.. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  he  stopped  in  New  Orleans? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
do  not. 

Q.  Did  vou  communicate  with  him? — A.  I  wrote  to  to  him  at  the 
general  delivery  at  New  Orleans. 

Q.  When  did  you  write? — A.  Sometime  between  the  18th  and  the 
23d. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  when  between  the  18th  and  23d,  particu- 
larly?—A.  What  day? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  What  day  was  he  to  arrive  in  New  Orleans  if  the  ship  took  the 
schedule  time? — A.  That  really  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  him  about  that  incident  of  the  trip? — A.  No. 
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Q.  At  the  Belmont? — A.  Talked  to  him  of  the  incident  of  the  trip? 
.  Q.  As  to  when  he  was  going  to  arrive  at  New  Orleans? — A.  No. 

Q.  How  long  he  was  going  to  remain  in  New  Orleans,  or  where  he 
was  going  to  stay  when  he  reached  New  Orleans,  or  where  he  was  going 
to  go  when  he  left  New  Orleans,  or  when  he  expected  to  return  back; 
dkfyou  talk  to  him  about  any  one  of  those  things? — A.  Yes;  I  talked 
to  tarn,  but  he  had  no  programme  mapped  out;  they  were  to  go  just 
as  they  felt  like,  stoj)  wnere  they  wanted  to  and  move  on  as  they  felt 
the  change  would  benefit  Mrs.  Lake. 

Q.  Move  in  any  directon? — A.  Their  intention  was  mapped  out  for 
Habana  and  possibly  the  Bermudas  and  Jamaica  before  they  re- 
tained. 

Q.  Were  you  with  him  when  he  purchased  his  ticket? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  his  ticket^A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  the  conditions  and  destination  of  his  ticket? — A. 
I  do  not. 

Q.  Did  not  inquire  about  that? — A.  No. 

0.  Did  you  leave  New  York  before  he  left? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When?— A.  I  returned  to  Bridgeport  on  the  midnight  train  on 
the  17th. 

Q.  Do  you  not  know  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  he  purchased  his  ticket 
on  the  17th?— ^A.  No;  he  left  Bridgeport  on  the  16th,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  arranging  for  his  passage  that  afternoon. 

Q.  He  did  not  do  that,  did  ne? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  he  did  not? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  saw  him  on  the  17th? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Saw  him  at  his  hotel  in  New  York? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  alone  or  was  your  wife  with  you? — A.  No;  I  went 
down  to  meet  Mrs.  Lake. 

Q.  You  went  alone? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  not  know  as  a  matter  of  fact  when  you  saw  him  on 
the  17th  that  he  had  purchased  his  ticket? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not 
inouire  of  him  and  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  And  he  did  not  volunteer  the  information? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  on  the  17th  was  it  that  you  saw  him? — A.  From  9 
until  12  o'clock  in  the  evening. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  he  purchased  his  ticket 
in  the  forenoon? — A.  I  did  not  ask  him  any  question  regarding  it. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  he  purchased  his  ticket  from  New  York  to  New 
Orleans  to  Habana,  and  it  was  a  sixty-day  ticket  with  stop-over  privi- 
lege at  New  Orleans? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  know  what  kind  of  a 
ticket  it  was. 

Q.  Don't  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  that  ticket  did  not  take 
him  to  Bermuda  or  to  any  other  place  than  Habana  and  from  Habana 
it  carried  him  back  to  New  York? — A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  what 
kind  of  a  ticket  it  was;  no. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  discuss  the  details  of  his  trip? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
vent  down  merely  to  see  Mrs.  Lake,  whom  I  had  not  seen  for  several 
months. 

Q.  Did  he  leave  any  word  with  you  as  to  where  he  was  going,  how 
long  he  would  remain,  what  was  to  be  done  with  the  mail,  or  any  other 
business  matter?— A.  He  told  me  to  address  him  at  the  general 
delivery  at  New  Orleans. 

Q.  How  long? — A.  He  did  not  say  how  long. 
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Q.  You  heard  from  Mrs.  Lake  from  New  Orleans? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  after  they  had  arrived? — A.  She  mailed  the  letter 
upon  their  arrival  at  New  Orleans. 

Q.  Give  you  any  information  as  to  how  long  she  was  going  to 
stay? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  where  they  would  go? — A.  She  did  not  say  where  she  would 
stop. 

Q.  Was  Mrs.  Adams  at  home  in  Bridgeport? — A-  No,  sir;  she  was 
in  Washington. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  what  information  she  had  about  where  her 
mother  was  going  and  how  long  she  was  going  to  remain  ?— A.  No,  sir; 
I  do  not. 

S.  Did  you  receive  any  communication  from  Mr.  Lake  himself 
e  he  was  at  New  Orleans? — A.  Yes;  I  received  just  a  short  note. 

Q.  Did  it  relate  to  the  business  of  the  conjpany? — A.  No;  he 
merely  wondered  why  we  did  not  write  to  him. 

Q.  Had  there  been  a  death  in  the  family  during  his  absence? — A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Had  that  been  communicated  to  him? — A.  We  mailed  the 
death  notice  to  him  after  we  received  notice  that  they  were  going  to 
Habana.    We  mailed  it  to  Habana. 

Q.  Now,  then,  when  did  you  get  the  notice  that  he  was  going  to 
Habana? — A.  We  received  that,  I  suppose,  somewhere  about  the 
7th  or  8th. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  that,  what  was  that? — A.  It  was  merely  on 
a  postal  card. 

Q.  Did  that  give  you  any  other  date,  or  destination  for  Habana  or 
beyond  Habana? — A.  No;  he  merely  said,  "address  us  general  de- 
livery at  Habana." 

Q.  For  how  long? — A.  He  did  not  say. 

Q.  Did  you  send  hini  any  letters  except  the  two  that  you  men- 
tion?— A.  I  remailed  him  some  of  his  mail. 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  by  special  delivery? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  telegrams  to  him? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  any  telegrams  from  him? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  any  other  officer  of  the  company  at  Bridgeport  who 
had  instructions  or  information  about  where  Mr.  Lake  was  and  what 
his  itinerary  was? — A.  No,  I  do  not  think  any  of  us  knew  where  he 
was  going. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  to  know? — A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  Had  you  curiosity  on  the  subject? — A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  Had  your  family  interest  in  the  matter? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
.     Q.  And  you  got  no  more  information  than  you  have  given  me? — 
A.  No  more  at  all. 

Q.  You  found  it  a  dry  subject  when  you  got  to  talking  to  him. 
Now  when  did  that  death  occur  and  who  died? — A.  That  was  Mr. 
Simon  Lake's  grandmother. 

Q.  Where  did  she  live  and  die? — A.  Pleasantville,  N.  J. 

Q.  When  did  you  get  the  information  of  the  death?— A.  It  was  on 
the  Tuesday  previous  to  the  funeral,  which  was  two  weeks  ago 
Wednesday. 

Q.  You  sent  him  the  information  after  she  was  buried? — A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  forwarded  the  letters. 
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• 

Q.  The  relationship  was  exactly  that  of  being  the  mother  of  Mrs. 
J.C.Lake! — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  present  Mrs.  J.  C.  Lake?— A.  No. 

Q.  The  first  Mrs.  J.  C.  Lake?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  She  was  then  or  had  been  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake's  mother-in-law? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  Not  the  mother  of  the  present  Mrs.  Lake? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  Mr.  Lake  is  now? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where? — A.  What  time  is  it?  [Witness  looking  at  watch.]  He 
is  at  the  Grand  Union  Hotel,  New  York,  at  the  present  time. 

Q.  How  do  you  know?— A.  I  met  him  at  New  York  last  night. 
He  arrived  from  Habana  yesterday  afternoon  and  was  to  leave  on 
the  3  o'clock  train  for  Bridgeport  to-day. 

Q.  You  were  more  interested  in  his  arrival  than  his  departure, 
apparently. — A.  I  did  not  know  that  he  arrived  until  he  'phoned  to  me. 

Q.  He  phoned  to  you  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  To  what  effect?— A.  That  they  had  arrived. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  to  meet  him? — A.  I  told  him  I  was  going  to  Wash- 
ington to-night  and  I  would  stop  and  see  them.  He  was  not  aware 
that  he  was  wanted  in  Washington  at  all.  He  had  not  received  any 
ofr  my  letters  that  I  had  forwarded  to  him.  All  the  mail  that  he  had 
received  was  one  newspaper. 

Q.  How  did  he  come  to  mention  that? — A.  He  wondered  why  we 
had  not  written  to  him. 

Q.  What  excuse  did  you  give  him? — A.  We  did  not  know  where 
to  write  to  him. 

Q.  Oh,  but  you  did.  You  knew  the  general  delivery  at  New 
Orleans  and  general  delivery  at  Habana? — A.  I  wrote  to  him  at  New 
Orleans ;  but  ne  did  not  receive  my  letters. 

Q.  Did  it  occur  to  neither  of  you  when  you  were  arranging  in  New 
York  to  write  to  him  to  make  the  address  more  specific  than  the  general 
delivery  of  a  large  city  post-office? — A.  He  did  not  know  where  he 
would  stop  in  New  Orleans. 

Q.  He  knew  he  would  be  at  New  Orleans  and  then  he  complained 
because  he  did  not  get  letters?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  was  the  newspaper  he  received? — A.  It  was  one  of  the 
local  Bridgeport  papers. 

Q.  How  did  that  reach  him? — A.  Addressed  to  the  general  delivery 
at  New  Orleans. 

Q.  Did  you  send  it  to  him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  purpose  in  sending  him  that  paper? — A.  Merely 
to  keep  him  informed  of  what  was  going  on. 

Q.  What  was  going  on? — A.  I  do  not  remember  what  was  in  the 
paper.     It  was  one  or  the  papers  commenting  on  this  investigation. 

Q.  Did  it  comment  on  the  fact  that  he  was  wanted? — A.  No,  sir 

Q.  So  that  he  did  not  get  the  information  that  he  was  wanted  ? — 
A.  No,  sir.     He  did  not  know  that  he  was  wanted. 

Q.  Did  he  not  know  the  investigation  was  pending? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  not  know  it  was  an  investigation  about  a  corporation 
that  he  was  connected  with? — A.  Yes^  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  not  know  it  was  an  investigation  of  subject-matter  that 
he  was  very  considerably  interested  in? — A.  Possibly. 

Q.  Didn't  he  make  an  affidavit  that  related  to  the  investigation 
before  he  left  for  New  Orleans? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  he  take  the  trouble  to  do  that  in  anticipation  of  his  ab- 
sence?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  made  no  arrangement  to  have  any  news  sent  to  him  about 
it  at  all? — A.  Nothing  further  than  what  I  have  stated. 

Q.  Did  you  communicate  with  him  at  Habana?— A.  I  wrote  him 
a  letter  at  Habana. 

O.  Any  other  members  of  the  company  write  to  him  at  Habana? — 
A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  What  did  you  write  to  him  at  Habana? — A.  Notified  him  of  his 
mother-in-law's  death. 

Q.  Anything  else? — A.  Yes;  I  told  him  that  they  had  been  trying 
to  serve  a  subpoena  on  him. 


Q.  Anything  else?— A.  No;  I  think  not. 


How  did  he  explain  that  he  came  to  return  when  he  did  in  your, 
conversation  with  him  last  night? — A.  He  claimed  that  that  was  his 
original  intention. 

Q.  To  come  back  at  the  time  he  did? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  over  the  route  that  he  came? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  did  not  tell  you  any  of  that  when  he  left?— A.  No. 

S.  Because  his  plans  had  not  been  fixed?  Do  you  mean  to  be 
erstood  that  his  plans  had  not  been  matured,  or  that  they  had 
been  matured  and  not  been  communicated  to  you?— A.  Well,  they 
had  not  been  communicated  to  me. 

Q.  Where  is  he  now? — A.  I  suppose  in  New  York. 

O.  You  looked  at  your  watch  and  you  said  you  could  tell  pre- 
cisely?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  long  is  he  going  to  be  in  New  York? — A.  He  will  leave  for 
Bridgeport  on  the  3  aclock  train. 

k  Q.  How  long  will  he  be  in  Bridgeport? — A-  He  will  remain  there 
until  he  is  wanted  here.  Mr.  Lake  was  going  to  come  down  with  me 
last  evening  as  soon  as  he  found  he  was  wanted;  he  suggested  coming 
down,  but  I  suggested  to  him  that  he  wait  over;  that  possibly  you 
might  not  want  him  until  next  week. 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  generally  this  question:  Was  any  other  officer  of 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  in  Washington,  or  in  this  country, 
who  had  authority  to  deal  with  the  matter  of  that  contract  with  the 
Navy  Department  during  the  time  that  the  matter  was  under  consid- 
eration by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  Attorney-General?— 
A.  I  do  not  think  that  there  was;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  was  in  Europe — I  mean  Simon  Lake  was  at  that 
time  in  Europe? — A.  Yes. 

O.  You  had  no  authority  to  make  that  contract  and  did  not 
undertake  to  do  anything  connected  with  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

O.  Do  you  know  any  other  officer  of  the  corporation  who  had  any 
authority  to  act  in  the  matter  except  J.  C.  Lake? — A.  None  at  all. 

Q.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  he  alone  of  the  officers  of  the 
company  transacted  the  business  that  resulted  in  that  Lake  Boat 
contract? — A.  He  directed  the  affairs  of  the  company. 

Q.  Directed  all  of  the  affairs  of  the  company? — A.  On  this  side. 

Q.  And  that  was  its  chief  affair? — A.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Does  Mr.  Olmsted  desire  to  ask  the  witness  any 
questions? 
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By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  When  did  you  give  up  your  office  here  in  Washington? — 
A.  Give  up  my  position  here  in  Washington  or  the  office? 

Q.  When  did  you  change  your  business  headquarters  from  Wash- 
ington to  Bridgeport? — A.  Some  time  in  the  miadle  of  January. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  Bridgeport  in  the  middle  of  January? — A.  Yes. 
•   Q.  And  have  been  there  ever  since?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  been  in  Washington  prior  to  January  15, 
1908? — A.  I  came  to  Washington  on  the  1st  of  June,  1906. 

Q.  And  you  were  here  then  continuously  from  June  1,  1906,  to  the 
middle  of  January,  1908? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  was  present  in  Washington  during  that  period  all  the  time 
or  part  of  the  time  representing  the  Lake  Boat  Company,  or  its 
interests? — A.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  was  the  managing  officer. 

Q.  Who  else  was  here  in  Washington  representing  the  interests 
of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  from  June,  1906,  to  January. 
1908,  all  the  time  or  any  part  of  the  time? — A.  Mr.  Neff  was  connected 
with  us. 

Q.  Who  else? — A.  No  one,  except  myself. 

Q.  Was  there  no  one  here  at  all  looking  after  the  affairs  of  the 
Lake  Boat  Company  during  tliat  period? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  one  here  helping  to  try  to  get  the  contracts  for  it? — A. 
Except  our  local  attorney. 

Q.  Who  was  that?— A.  Mr.  Thurston. 

Q.  Yes,  we  know  about  him.  You  say  nobody  else  was  here  at 
all?- A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  anybody  else  come  here  to  Washington  to  help  to  get 
that  contract,  or  take  some  part  in  it? — A.  No,  sir;  not  to  my  knowl- 


t 


Your  office  was  in  the  offipe  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  No  one  in  all  that  period  came  into  your  office  but  the  three 
gentlemen  you  have  named? — A.  Oh,  I  won't  say  that. 

Q.  How  many  rooms  does  your  office  occupy? — A.  Two. 

Q.  What  office  force  have  you,  what  clerks,  stenographers,  and 
typewriters? — A.  There  was  no  one  but  Mr.  Neff,  Mr.  Lake,  and 
myself. 

Q.  Then  do  you  mean  to  say  with  the  exception  of  you  three  gen- 
tlemen, and  Senator  Thurston  nobody  else  came  into  your  office  in  all 
that  period  on  business  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Company? — A.  We 
liad  various  other  business  men  here. 
I    Q.  Who  were  they? — A.  Towel  supply  men. 

|  Q.  Anything  more  important?  We  "are  getting  something  now, 
[that  is  about  tne  first  we  have  had  from  you.  Who  else?  Does  the 
[Lake  Torpedo  Company  keep,  a  regular  towel  supply  man? — A.  I 
lean  not  tell  you  who  came  in  now  in  the  office. 

Q.  Now,  don't  you  know  that  there  were  other  people  here  coming 
to  Washington  to  just  get  that  contract?— A.  No,  I  do  not  know  or 
anyone,  excepting  the  people  I  have  told  you. 
j    Q.  You  were  here  in  December,  1907  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  of  a  banquet  given  in  that  month,  given  by  Mr. 
Lake,  or  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Yes,  I  remember 
hearing  something  about  it. 

Q.  Now,  no  person  was  there  except  you  four? — A.  I  was  not  there. 
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Q.  You  have  heard  that  there  was  one? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  were  there  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  it  held  ? — A.  I  understand  at  the  Hotel  WiUarcL 

Q.  Who  paid  for  it?— A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  say  you  keep  the  accounts,  don't  you  know  who  paid  foi 
it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Whose  account  was  it  charged  to£-r-A.  I  have  only  had  charg* 
of  the  books  of  the  company  since  the  middle  of  January. 

Q.  Who  had  them  before  that? — A.  A  party  by  the  name  of  Dean 

Q.  Where  was  he;  where  did  you  keep  the  books? — A.  Bridgeport 

Q.  Who  kept  the  books  here? — A.  1  did. 

Q.  Did  you  keep  any  books  in  which  you  kept  an  account  of  thai 
banquet?— A.  No,  sir.     I  did  not  handle  anything  of  the  kind. 

Q.  Did  you  send  the  account  to  Mr.  Dean? — A.  I  know  nothing 
about  the  banquet,  or  expenditures,  or  anything  else  in  connectioi 
with   it. 

Q.  Didn't  you  hear  it  talked  over  in  the  office  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  how  did  you  come  to  hear  about  it  at  all,  how  did  yoi 
know  there  was  one,  tell  us  how  you  knew?— A.  Well,  I  do  not  knonf 
how  I  knew,  excepting  that 

Q.  Why  hesitate?  It  is  not  a  very  serious  matter,  tell  us  aboul 
it?— A.  I  do  not  know  any  thing  about  the  banquet. 

Q.  You  heard  about  it. — A.  I  knew  there  was  such  a  thing  going 
yes. 

Q.  How  did  you  know,  whom  did  you  hear  talk  about  it? — A.  I  dc 
not  recall,  I  do  not  know  who  told 

Q.  Whom  did  you  hear  talk? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  there  was  a  banquet? — (No  answer.) 

Q.  We  are  willing  to  wait  a  good  long  time  for  an  answer,  but  it  u 
a  very  simple  question. — (No  answer.) 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  in  the  newspapers? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  now,  just  tell  us  how  you  knew  about  it.  Do  you  decline 
to  tell? — A.  No;  I  do  not  decline  to  tell;  I  do  not  recall  now  I  came 
by  the  knowledge. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  many  were  present? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not 

Q.  What  papers  did  you  forward  to  Mr.  Skerrett  when  he  waa 
abroad? — A.  I  never  forwarded  any  papers. 

Q.  What  papers  did  you  forward  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake  when  he  was 
abroad  ? — A.  I  forwarded  various  papers. 

Q.  What  were  they?— A.  In  connection  with  our  company,  I  do 
not  know  what  all  they  were,  simply  some  papers. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Skerrett's  testimony?— A.  No,  sir. 

6.  Did  you  read  about  it  in  the  newspapers? — A.  I  read  about  it 
in  the  newspapers. 

Q.  Do  you  not  remember  telling  some  party  that  you  forwarded 
those  papers  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  not  tell  Mr.  Webber  that  you  forwarded  it? — A.  No, 
sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  are  very  positive  about  that,  are  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  would  like  you  to  be  very  certain  about  that;  I  will  say  to 
you  now  that  your  recollection  and  Mr.  Webber's  do  not  agree,  so  I 
will  ask  you  to  refresh  your  memory? — A.  AH  right. 

Q.  What  did  you  tell  Mr.  Webber  that  you  forwarded? — A.  I  do 
not  recall  telling  Mr.  Webber  that  I  ever  forwarded  anything. 
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O.  Do  you  remember  ever  seeing  Mr.  Webber? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Having  any  conversation  witn  him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  Bridgeport? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  you  say  you  did  not  tell  him  anything  about  forwarding 
•ny  papers  to  anybody  there;  to  Mr.  Skerrett  or  to  Mr.  Lake  or  any- 
body else? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  made  an  affidavit? — 
A  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it?— A.  March  16. 

Q.  How  do  you  remember  the  date? — A.  I  made  an  affidavit 
myself  on  that  day. 


Q.  On  the  same  date? — A.  Yes,  sir. 


What  became  of  it? — A.  It   was   turned   over   to   Mr.   Simon 
Lake. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Simon  Lake  sign  his  name  to  that  affidavit?— 
A  I  es,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  it? — A.  Judge  Foster's  office,  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Who  were  present?— A.  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  and 
Cant.  C.  D.  Wallace  and  myself. 

Q.  Now  who  drew  the  affidavit? — A.  Carl  Foster. 

Q.  Who  was  the  notary  before  whom  it  was  made? — A.  Mr.  Foster. 

Q.  He  prepared  the  affidavit  and  he  was  also  the  notary? — A.  vYes. 

Q.  You  say  that  you  made  an  affidavit  at  the  same  time? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  make  an  affidavit? — A.  Through  the 
reauest  of  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  What  was  done  with  that  affidavit? — A.  That  was  turned  over 
to  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  Who  drew  that  up? — A.  The  same  party. 

Q.  Mr.  Foster? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Your  memory  is  very  good  about  that;  can't  you  remember 
anybody  who  came  into  your  office  in  Washington  during  those  two 
years? — A.  Yes;  the  party  who  is  the  subject  of  that  affidavit  came 
m  quite  frequently. 

Mr.  Archibald? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
You  remember  him  now? — A.  Yes. 
Who  else? — A.  I  can  not  recall  every  one. 
Anybody  at  all?    The  towel  man  and  Archibald  were  all  that 
you  remember? — A.  No;  we  had  various  naval  attaches  call  at  dif- 
ferent times. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  any  Americans  who  called? — (No  answer.) 

Q.  Do  you  or  do  you  not? — A.  Well,  Mr.  Thurston's  party  called 
frequently;  I  can  not  tell  you  who  else. 

Any  Member  of  Congress  call? — A.  No;  not  to  my  recollection. 
You  are  positive  about  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
When  did  Mr.  Archibald  call? — A.  Well,  he  first  called  in  the 
summer  of  1906,  shortly  after  I  arrived  in  Washington. 

Q.  What  did  he  want,  what  did  he  say? — A.  He  wanted  informa- 
tion regarding  the  Lake  boats. 

Q.  Did  you  give  it  to  him? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  give  him? — A.  Some  of  our  printed  pamphlets. 

Q.  When  did  he  call  next?— A.  Well,  he  was  a  frequent  visitor, 
two  or  three  times  a  week  sometimes. 

Q.  Were  your  relations  friendly  with  him? — A.  They  were  not 
unfriendly. 
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Q.  Has  he  ever  been  in  the  employ  of  the  company? — A.  No,  sit. 

Q.  Or  of  Mr.  Lake?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Connected  with  the  Navy? — A.  No.  He  represented  himself 
as  a  war  correspondent  for  Collier's  Weekly. 

Q.  What  war  was  on  in  1906?— A.  That  was  his  letterhead  and  visit* 
ing  card  he  handed;  that  was  his  excuse  for  getting  this  information. 
He  wanted  it  for  Collier's  Weekly. 

Q.  Getting  ready  for  war?  1  ou  say  that  he  told  you  that  he  was 
the  author  of  the  newspaper  article  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  newspaper  was  that  published? — A.  In  the  Sunday 
Washington  Times. 

Q.  Of  what  date? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  the  date  was  now; 
I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  If  you  remember  that  so  well  now  why  did  you  not  remember 
it  whenvou  were  making  your  affidavit? — A.  The  newspaper  clipping 
was  in  Washington  and  I  was  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  it  since  you  came  to  Washington  this  time? — A. 
I  have  merely  glanced  at  it. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  it  since  you  have  been  down  here? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Where  have  you  seen  it? — A.  In  our  office. 

What  is  the  date  of  it? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  the  date  is. 
In  what  year  was  itpublished? — A.  1906. 
What  month? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  know  the  date.  *  It  was  de- 
scribing the  launching  of  one  of  the  boats  at  Fore  River. 

Q.  What  boat,  one  of  the  Lake  boats? — A.  One  of  the  Holland 
boats. 

Q.  What  else  did  Mr.  Archibald  tell  you? — A.  What  else  did  he  dot 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you? — A.  He  told  me  he  was  going  to  leave  for 
a  while ;  he  was  going  West ;  that  he  was  going  on  a  private  mission  for 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  investigate  the  coast  defense 
on  the  Pacific  coast. 

Q.  On  a  private  mission? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  that  he  said  he  was  going  in  the  employment  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  In  the  private  employment  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States? — A.  Or  at  the  request  of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Q.  Be  a  little  specific  about  it.  In  what  way  did  he  say  the 
President  had  requested  him? — A.  On  his  observation  during  his 
experience  abroad  as  war  correspondent. 

Q.  In  what  way  had  the  President  asked  him  to  go — verbally,  in 
writing,  or  by  appointment  to  some  position,  or  what? — A.  I  do  not 
know. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Archibald  say? — A.  He  said  he  was  going  West 
on  a  mission  for  the  President  and  report  on  the  coast  defenses  of  the 
Pacific  coast-^-Puget  Sound  and  several  other  places. 

Q.  Now,  are  you  very  sure  he  said  it  was  in  the  employment  of 
the  President,  or  did  he  merely  say  he  was  going  to  report  to  the 
President? — A.  He  was  going  at  the  request  of  the  President. 

Q.  Did  he  say  at  whose  expense  he  was  going? — A.  No. 

O.  Well,  now,  if  the  President  said  to  him  that  he  would  be  very 
glad  to  receive  a  report  from  him  or  any  other  man  that  might  inves- 
tigate that  subject,  that  was  about  the  Kind  of  commission  you  under- 
stood him  to  have,  was  it  not? — A.  That  was  not  the  impression  he 
tried  to  convey  to  me. 
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Q.  What  was  the  impression  he  tried  to  convey  to  you? — A.  That 
he  was  especially  appointed  by  the  President  to  investigate  and 
report  to  him  on  this  subject. 

Q.  What  was  the  object  of  his  stating  that  to  you? — A.  I  do  not 
know. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  been  acquainted  ? — A.  I  will  say  he  came  in 
some  time  during  the  month  of  June. 

Q.  June  of  what  year?— A.  1906. 

Q.  What  was  his  motive  in  telling  you  that  he  was  going  West  at 
the  request  of  the  President? — A.  Unless  it  was  to  impress  me  with 
his  authority  and  his  importance.  He  was  seeking  information 
regarding  the  Lake  boats  at  that  time. 

Q.  What  information  did  he  ask  from  you  concerning  the  Lake 
boat?— A.  He  asked  permission  to  examine  our  boat. 

Q.  Did  you  give  him  permission? — A.  I  did  give  him  a  letter  of 
introduction  to  our  vice-president. 

Q.  Who  was  the  vice-president? — A.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake. 

Q.  Where  was  he?— A.  At  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Did  you  know  whether  he  presented  it  to  Mr.  Lake? — A.  No; 
he  never  did. 

Q.  Then  there  was  no  very  great  harm  done,  was  there? — A.  No. 

Q.  Now,  for  what  purpose  did  you  make  this  affidavit? — A.  I 
subsequently  learned  that  it  was  general  rumor  that  he  was  in  the 
employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Who  told  you  that?— A.  It  was  general  rumor. 
Where  did  the  general  rumor  exist?    In  what  way  did  a  gen- 
rumor  come  to  you?— A.  I  requesed  one  of  our  men  to  get  a 
line  on  Mr.  Archibald  and  to  report  on  this  question. 

Q.  Who  was  the  friend? — A.  Mr.  Arthur  Johnson. 

Q.  Where  does  he  live? — A.  I  can  not  now  tell;  I  have  not  seen 
him  for  several  months. 

Q.  Is  he  in  the  city  now? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Is  he  in  the  employ  of  the  company?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  he  one  of  your  friends? — A.  He  was  in  the  employ  of  our 
company. 

Q.  Was  he  ever  in  your  room,  about  which  you  spoke,  during  1906 
and  1908?— A.  Yes,  occasionally. 

Q.  You  remember  him  now;  that  is  another  one.  What  is  Mr. 
Johnson's  business? — A.  He  is  a  newspaper  man. 

Q.  Which  paper  does  he  represent  ?— A.  He  is  with  one  of  the  press 
associations  now  in  Washington. 

Q.  Was  he  in  the  employ  of  the  boat  company? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  newspaper  does  he  represent  or  work  for? — A.  One  of  the 
press  associations;  I  do  not  know  which  one;  the  United  Press,  I 
think. 

Q.  It  represents  a  great  many  newspapers;  their  dispatches  go  to 
a  great  many  newspapers,  do  they  not?— A.  I  think  so;  I  have  not 
seen  him  hardly 

Q.  Is  he  present  in  the  room  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

0.  What  was  he  doing  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A. 
Well,  he  was  employed  with  the  understanding  that  he  was  to  take 
charge  of  an  exhibit  at  Jamestown  Exposition. 

Q.  He  was  employed  in  1900  to  take  charge  of  an  exhibit  at  the 
Jamestown  Exposition?— A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  What  kind  of  an  exhibit? — A.  For  submarine  boats. 

Q.  Was  it  a  boat  or  a  picture  of  a  boat  ? — A.  It  was  something  that 
did  not  materialize. 

Q.  Who  employed  Mr.  Johnson? — A.  Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  What  did  he  pay  him? — A.  He  paid  him  a  regular  salary. 

Q.  How  much?— A.  One  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  a  month,  I 
believe. 

Q.  Beginning  when? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  offhand. 

Q.  June,  1906? — A.  No;  he  was  not  employed  at  that  time. 

Q.  Some  time  in  1906?— A.  Yes;  I  think  he  did. 

Q.  Is  he  still  employed? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  the  employment  cease? — A.  He  left  our  employ,  I 
think,  in  July  of  that  year  or  late  in  1907 — November,  1907. 

Q.  What  did  he  do  for  you  during  that  period  ? — A.  Mostly  photo- 
graphic work. 

Q.  Is  he  a  photographer? — A.  Amateur,  I  think. 

Q.  Do  you  secure  amateur  photographers  to  do  your  work?  What 
did  he  photograph? — A.  The  submarine  boat  Lake. 

Q.  How  lone  did  that  take? — A.  Mr.  Johnson  was  present  during 
the  trial  of  the  Doat  and  taking  data,  etc.,  in  connection  with  the  boat. 

Q.  Have  you  any  of  those  photographs? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Turned  out  pretty  well  ? — A.  v ery  good. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  them?  What  use  did  you  make  of 
them? — A.  Merely  as  records. 

Q.  What  else  (fid  Mr.  Johnson  do  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  That  is  all  you  know  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  For  $150  a  month.  Now,  that  is  all  that  you  know  of  his 
doing? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  when  was  it  that  you  got  a  line  on  Mr.  Archibald,  or  wired 
him,  or  telegraphed  him,  or  whatever  you  did?— A.  Well,  some  time 
during  the  summer  previous  to  Archibald's  telling  me  of  his  com- 
mission by  the  President. 

Q.  It  was  while  he  was  in  your  employ,  then?  Was  it  in  1906? — 
A.  No;  he  was  not  in  our  employ  at  that  time. 

Q.  He  left  your  employ  in  November,  1907?  Now,  when  was  it 
that  you  told  him  to  get  a  line  on  Archibald  ?— A.  That  was  before 
he  entered  our  employ. 

Q.  How  did  jTou  come  to  get  a  man  who  was  not  in  your  employ? — 
A.  Simply  because  he  was  one  of  our  friends. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  known  him  ? — A.  Several  months. 

Q.  When  did  you  meet  him  ? — A.  I  met  him  in  Washington. 

Q.  Who  introduced  you  to  him  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  look  him  up  and  make  his  acquaintance,  or  did  he  look 
you  up  and  make  jour  acquaintance  ?— A.  I  was  introduced  to  him 
by  some  mutual  friend;  I  do  not  know  who  it  was. 

Q.  Where  ? — A.  In  Washington. 

Q.  Whereabouts  in  Washington?  It  is  a  large  city;  where  did 
the  introduction  take  place  ? — A.  I  think  in  the  Occidental  Hotel. 

Q.  Were  you  stopping  there? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  other  newspaper  men  did  you  know  in  Washington? — 
A.  I  do  not  know  of  any. 

Q.  He  is  the  only  one  you  know  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  For  what  purpose  did  you  make  that  affidavit? — A.  I  had  told 
Mr.  Lake  of  the  coincidence  of  Mr.  Archibald's  story  to  me  and  also  the 
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petition  coming  in  from  the  Pacific  coast  from  these  ports,  which  he 
claims  to  have  Deen  entertained. 

Q.  Mr.  Archibald  went  out  to  make  an  investigation  and  to  report 
and  petitions  came  in? — A.  Yes;  and  it  was  generally  known  that  he 
was  in  the  employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Well,  how  was  that  known?  That  is  what  I  want  to  get  at — 
who  knew  it;  did  you  know  it? — A.  Only  by  hearsay. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  hear  say  it? — A.  I  told  you. 

Q.  You  have  not  told  anybody  vet. — A.  Mr.  Johnson  reported  it  to 
me.  It  was  generally  understood  that  he  was  in  the  employ  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Now,  when  was  that  report  made  to  you  ? — A.  It  was  after  I  had 
given  Mr.  Archibald  a  letter  of  admittance  to  our  boat. 

Q.  And  how  long  before  you  made  this  affidavit  did  that  occur; 
your  affidavit  is  dated  March  16  ? — A.  March ;  yes. 

Q.  Bearing  that  in  mind,  when  did  you  say  that  Mr.  Johnson 
reported  to  you*— A.  About  July,  1906. 

Q.  And  then  did  you  not  mention  that  matter  to  Mr.  Lake  until 
March,  1908  *— A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  How  did  you  remember  it  so  well  now? — A.  I  reported  to  Mr. 
Lake  at  the  time. 

Q.  Did  he  immediately  suggest  that  you  make  an  affidavit? — A. 
No. 

Q.  Then  how  did  you  come  to  make  this  affidavit? — A.  I  do  not 
know;  he  called  me  out  of  the  office  and  asked  me  to  go  with  him,  and 
when  we  got  to  the  attorney's  office  asked  me  to  tell  what  I  knew 
about  Mr.  Archibald. 

Q.  The  affidavit  was  drawn  before  you  got  there,  was  it  not? — A. 
No;  it  was  not. 

Q.  You  did  not  say  anything  in  the  affidavit  about  Mr.  Johnson 
making  a  report  to  you,  did  you?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  So  it  was  generally  known  that  he  was  employed  by  the  Elec- 
tric Boat  Company? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  saia  in  your  affidavit  that  Mr.  Archibald  had  made  cer- 
tain reports  because  of  his  friendship  to  Lawrence  Y.  Spear,  did  you 
not?— A.  No. 

Q.  Did  not  say  anything  about  Mr.  Spear  in  the  affidavit? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  What  did  he  say? — A.  Mr.  Archibald  gave  that  as  an  excuse 
for  the  newspaper  article. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  just  said. — A.  I  misunderstood  you. 

Q.  Where  is  Mr.  Archibald  now? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  When  did  you  see  him  last? — A.  I  have  not  seen  Mr.  Archi- 
bald, that  is,  to  speak  to  him,  for  several  months. 


Q.  Do  you  know  where  he  lives? — A.  No. 


Don't  know  where  we  can  get  him? 

Senator  Thueston.  I  can  state  that  to  the  committee.  Mr.  Archi- 
bald has  an  apartment,  living  with  his  mother  and  sister  in  the 
Wyoming  apartment  house. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  In  this  city? 

Senator  Thttoston.  Yes. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Archibald  ever  did  make  a  report 
to  the  President  or  the  Navy  Department  or  to  anybody? — A.  Only 
by  his  report  to  me ;  he  tola  me  that  he  had  made  his  report  to  the 
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Q.  If  he  made  a  report  to  the  President  and  the  President  referred 
it  to  the  Navy  Department  and  it  is  there  now  on  file,  that  would 
pretty  near  substantiate  what  he  told  you  in  the  beginning,  would 
it  not?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  hear  about  this  investigation  by  the 
newspaper  reports?  With  which  papers  in  Connecticut  are  you  in 
touch?— A.  Am  I  in  touch? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  In  what  way? 

Q.  Any  way. — A.  I  am  not  in  touch  with  any  papers  excepting 
by  the  news  in  them. 

Q.  Do  you  attempt  to  furnish  any  news  that  is  in  them? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Have  you  supplied  any  information  for  them  lately  or  to 
them? — A.  i$s;  the  reporter  called  on  me  in  reference  to  the  article 
in  vesterday  morning's  paper  or  day  before  yesterday. 

Q.  What  was  that  about? — A.  Regarding  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake. 

Q.  What  did  you  tell  him?— A.  I  told  him  that  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  did 
not  know  that  he  was  wanted  in  Washington. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  that? — A.  I  inferred  as  much  because  we 
had  not  been  able  to  get  into  communication  with  him. 

Q.  Had  you  sent  him  a  telegram? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  not  send  him  a  single  telegram  from  the  time  he  left  New 
York  up  to  this  moment? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Who  did  send  him  a  telegram  from  Bridgeport? — A.  No  one 
that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Who  sent  him  one  from  Washington? — A.  That  I  can  not  say. 

Q.  Did  you  not  send  him  a  document  from  Bridgeport  to  New 
Orleans? — A.  I  sent  him  a  newspaper. 

Q.  Nothing  but  a  newspaper?— A.  No.  I  wrote  him  a  letter 
which  he  did  not  receive. 

Q.  Have  you  got  a  copy  of  that  letter? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  do  not  keep  a  copy  of  your  correspondence,  do  you?— 
A.  No  personal  correspondence.     I  did  not  write  to  him  on  business. 

Q.  When  did  he  leave  New  Orleans? — A.  Some  time  between  the 
18th  and  23d. 

Q.  Did  the  letter  come  back  to  you? — A.  No;  it  has  not  returned 

0.  How  did  you  know  he  had  not  received  it? — A.  He  told  me  he 
had  not  received  anything  from  me  last  evening. 

Q.  Did  you  have  your  card  on  the  envelope?— A.  Yes. 
Return  in  five  days? — A.  Yes. 

And  it  did  not  come  back?— A.  It  has  not  returned  yet. 
When  it  comes  will  you  send  it  to  me  ? — A.  Yes. 
Who  was  the  Lake  company's  patent  attorney  of  whom  you 
spoke  in  Washington? — A.  That  is  not  the  Lake  company's  attorney. 
It  is  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake's. 

Q.  Who  is  he? — A.  Spencer  Heath. 

Q.  What  'other  information  have  you  given  the  newspapers  in 
Connecticut? — A.  I  have  not  given  them  any. 

Q.  Are  any  newspaper  people  in  Connecticut  in  your  employ  or 
the  employ  of  the  company  or  of  Mr.  Lake? — A.  No. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  the  letter  you  sent  to  New  Orleans, 
and  all  your  correspondence,  documents,  or  letters  of  which  you  have 
been  inquired?  If  you  will  have  those  sent  to  this  committee. — A. 
All  right. 
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The  Chairman.  Any  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  that 
desires  to  ask  this  witness  any  questions? 

Is  there  anybody  else,  personally  or  by  attorney,  who  desires  to 
ask  this  witness  any  questions?     Th&t  will  be  all. 

TESTIMONY  OP  JOHN  M.  THURSTON-  Resumed. 

John  M.  Thurston,  being  recalled,  testified  as  follows: 
The  Witness.  I  would  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  have  failed  to  find 
any  letter  on  the  subject  referred  to  from  Mr.  Lake. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  are  referring  to  the  question  I  asked  you  yesterday? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  reference  to  a  letter  you  had  written  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  in  which  you  say  "I  am  advised  by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake?" — A. 
Yes;  but  on  thinking  the  matter  over  I  think  I  am  very  clear  in  my 
recollection  as  to  how  that  came  about.  Some  little  time  before  that 
I  was  informed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  person  that  it  was  the 
opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Department  that  the  act  of  Congress 
would  not  permit  him  to  givet  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
boat  except  a  boat  of  the  character  of  the  Octopus,  which  had  stood 
the  tests.  I  went  to  see  him  with  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  and  I  think  I  did 
all  the  talking  there.  I  insisted,  from  my  standpoint  as  an  attorney, 
that  the  law  cud  give  him  an  authority  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion; 
that  in  exercising  it  he  could  take  into  consideration  not  only  the 
result  of  the  trial  tests,  but  also  the  plans  and  specifications  of  our  bids, 
and  the  knowledge  of  his  skilled  experts,  and,  if  from  all  of  these  means 
or  information  he  believed  that  the  boat  we  had  bid  for  would  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  law  when  constructed,  in  his  discretion  he 
could  give  us  one  or  more  boats.  And  I  urged  him  just  as  strongly 
as  I  could,  in  view  of  the  importance  of  a  correct  construction  of  that 
act,  to  exercise  his  discretion  and  refer  that  question  to  the  Attorney- 
General  of  the  United  States.  He  said  he  would  take  that  under  con- 
sideration. That  is  the  substance  of  our  conversation.  I  remember 
that  I  left  the  city.  I  do  not  recall  where  I  went,  but  I  think  I  went 
to  Dansville,  N.  i .,  and  on  my  return  to  Washington  Mr.  Lake  told 
me  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  would  refer  that  question  tp  the 
Attorney-General.  Li  order  to  verify  his  statement  I  wrote  that 
letter. 

Q.  Then  you  think  Mr.  Lake's  statement  to  you  was  verbal? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  the  time  you  asked  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  refer  that 
matter  to  the  Attorney-General  had  you  any  inkling  as  to  the  views 
of  the  Attorney-General  or  anyone  in  his  Department  as  to  the  proper 
construction  of  the  law?— A.  Oh,  not  at  all.  I  acted  on  that  propo- 
sition on  my  judgment  in  that  matter.  # 

Q.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  thad  failed  to  take  your  view  of  a 
proper  construction  of  the  law?— A.  He  said  his  law  officer  construed 
the  law  otherwise  than  my  contention. 

Q.  And  it  was  referred  to  the  Attorney-General  for  his  opinion,  as 
you  state?— A.  Yes;  and  I  communicated  with  the  Attorney-General 
in  writing  asking  permission  to  file  a  brief,  which  he  accorded  me, 
and  I  filed  my  britf.  l    i  ^ 
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TESTIMONY  OF  ABNEB  B.  HEFF— Becalled. 

Abner  R.  Neff,  being  recalled,  on  being  examined,  testified  "as 
follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Stevens,  will  you  examine  the  witness? 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  What  is  your  name? — A.  Abner  R.  Neff. 

Q.  Where  do  you  reside? — A.  My  voting  residence  is  Erie,  Pa. 

Q.  Where  do  you  make  your  residence  for  the  purposes  of  busi- 
ness?— A.  Here  in  Washington. 

Q.  What  is  your  business? — A.  Well,  I  just  follow  business  pur- 
suits generally. 

Q.  What  are  those? — A.  I  started  out  when  I  left  college  and  went 
into  a  law  office  for  a  while,  and  studied  shorthand  and  typewriting, 
and  then  I  was  in  athletics  for  some  little  time,  and  after  that  I  went 
in  with  a  railroad  company,  and  went  from  one  position  to  another 
as  opportunity  offered. 

Q.  Are  you  a  stenographer  and  typewriter? — A.  I  am.  I  used  to 
practice  that,  but  I  have  not  very  much  of  late  years. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  into  official  life-?  You  had  some  official  con- 
nection at  one  time? — A.  Why2  I  was  in  college  then;  I  had  gone 
back  to  complete  the  mathematical  course 

Q.  What  college  was  that? — A.  Allegheny  College,  at  Meadville,  Pa. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  to  get  into  official  life? — A.  I  did  not  do 
anything.  They  came  for  me — sought  me — and  I  hesitated  for  a 
month  or  so;  I  did  not  want  to  come  down  here;  I  did  not  see  any 
advantage  in  it.  My  college  course  had  been  broken  up  from  time 
to  time,  and  at  last  I  was  promised  if  Pwould  come  down  here  that 
there  would  be  plenty  of  opportunities  in  the  colleges  here  to  complete 
my  education,  and  the  wont  would  not  be  so  hard  but  that  I  could 
go  along  with  that. 

Q.  So  you  came  down  here,  did  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  capacity? — A.*  I  was  private  secretary  to  Mr.  Bates,  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Q.  How  long  was  you  his  private  secretary? — A.  I  think  three 
years. 

Q. .  When  was  that?— A.  I  think  that  was  in  the  fall  of  1892,  and  I 
think  I  left  him  in  1894. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  when  you  left  him?  Where  did  you  go ? — A.  I 
went  to  Montreal  and  from  Montreal  I  went  to  Winnipeg,  and  from 
there  back  to  Montreal. 

Q.  What  for?— A.  I  went  as  an  emigrant  inspector,  and  I  had 
charge  of  the  board  of  special  inquiry  at  Winnipeg,  as  an  official  of 
the  United  States  Government. 

Q.  Under  the  civil  service  ? — A.  It  was  not  under  the  civil  service 
at  that  time. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  stay  with  the  United  States  Government! — 
A.  I  tliink  it  was  a  little  over  two  years.  I  resigned  and  left  the  Gov- 
ernment, I  think,  about  the  middle  of  October,  in  1896. 

Q.  In  1906?— A.  In  1906. 

Q.  Then  what  did  you  do? — A.  I  went  home  and  spent  a  month, 
not  quite  a  month,  or  a  little  over  two  weeks  at  home;  then  I  came 
down  here  with  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 
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Q-  When  did  you  enter  the  service  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany?— A.  My  agreement  with  them  was  November  1,  1906. 

Q.  Have  you  continued  in  their  service  since? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  What  is  your  work?  What  services  do  you  perform  for  the  tor- 
pedo boat  company? — A.  I  look  after  the  details  before  the  Depart- 
ments, keep  in  touch  with  the  legislative  situation  as  far  as  subma- 
rines are  concerned,  and  do  anything  I  can  to  promote  the  interests  of 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  in  a  legitimate  way. 

Q.  You  make  your  headquarters  where? — A.  Here  in  Washington. 

Q.  All  of  the  time  ? — A.  Except  when  I  am  detailed  to  go  to  some 
place  on  business  for  the  company. 

Q.  Where  do  you  make  your  headquarters  in  Washington? — A. 
Six  hundred  and  six  Colorado  Building.  We  used  to  have  605  and 
606 

Q.  How  many  offices  had  you  there? — A.  We  had  two,  but  since  I 
have  had  charge  I  have  cut  them  down  to  one,  because  I  did  not 
think  the  expense  was  warranted. 

Q.  Who  else  is  there  in  the  offices? — A.  No  one  but  myself. 

Q.  Are  you  the  only  one  connected  with  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  who  is  here  in  Washington? — A.  Outside  of  Senator 
Thurston. 

Q.  Is  there  anybody  else  associated  with  you  in  the  office  in  any 
wav? — A.  No,  sir;  not  in  any  way. 

Q.  You  have  no  stenographer? — A.  No;  I  have  no  stenographer, 
and  whenever  occasion  requires  I  call  in  some  one,  when  the  work  is 
more  than  I  can  do  myself. 

Q.  You  do  your  own  stenographic  work? — A.  I  do  my  own  letter 
writing. 

Q.  Whenever  it  is  necessary? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  service  began  in  1906? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  just  before  the  session  of  Congress  opened? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  you  have  been  here  during  one  whole  session  of  Congress 
and  thus  far  through  this  session  of  Congress  £ — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  For  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  been  here  one  whole  year  and  nearly  a  half 
looking  after  their  departmental  work? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

0.  What  is  the  nature  of  your  work  with  the  Department? — A. 
WeU,  when  I  first  came  down  here  we  were  endeavoring  to  have  the 
Lake  tested.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  from  and  after  about  July  11,  1906, 
under  the  act  of  1906^— we  were  making  strong  efforts  before  the 
Department  to  have  this  boat  tried  out  with  one  of  the  Government 
submarine  boats  at  that  time,  and  we  were  very  anxious  to  have  the 
boat  tried  right  away  on  account  of  the  expense  of  maintaining  or 
keeping  up  tne  boat,  and  principally  the  duties  were  to  endeavor  to 
get  this  test. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  in  endeavoring  to  get  the  trial  ? — A.  I  simply 
went  to  the  Department  and  ascertained 

Q.  Who  did  you  talk  with? — A.  I  talked  with  various  officers,  the 
Judge-Advocate-General's  office,  and  the  Bureau  of  Construction 
andllepair. 

Q.  Who  did  you  talk  with? — A.  I  talked  with  the  chief  clerk;  I 
Wked  with  the  Secretary's  office. 
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Q.  Who  did  you  talk  with  in  these  offices? — A.  I  talked  with 
Admiral  Capps,  I  talked  with  Mr.  Shafer 

Q.  Mr.  Shafer  is  the  chief  clerk? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  in  the  Judge-Advocate-General's  office? — A.  I  talked  with 
Mr.  Hanna,  I  have  talked  with  Captain  Diehl,  and  the  chief  clerk 
there.     I  can  not  think  of  his  name  just  now. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering? — A.  No;  I 
did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  that  Bureau. 

Q.  Or  the  Bureau  of  Supplies?— A.  No,  sir;  not  at  that  time.  I 
have  been  around  to  all  the  different  bureaus. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  Secretary's  office? — A.  Oh,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  talk  with  there?— A.  I  talked  with  the  Secre- 
tary at  different  times — a  few  times.  I  talked  with  Mr.  Clark,  his 
private  secretary,  and  I  talked  with  Mr.  Moses,  and  in  the  early  sea- 
son I  talked  with  Mr.  Goss. 

Q.  With  the  Assistant  Secretary? — A.  I  believe  I  took  one  matter 
up  with  Mr.  Newberry  at  one  time. 

Q.  About  how  often  did  you  go  to  the  Navy  Department? — A.  I 
have  been  there  a  number  of  times. 

Q.  About  how  often  did  you  go  there? — A.  Sometimes  I  have  been 
there  twice  a  day,  sometimes  three  times  a  day,  and  other  times  it 
would  be  a  week  or  ten  days  before  I  would  go  there. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  Department  in  connection  with  the  trials  a 
year  ago?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Quite  frequently? — A.  Yes;  very  frequently;  more  frequently, 
I  guess,  than  they  wished  to  see  me. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  report  to  ? — A.  I  reported  to  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  at 
that  time. 

Q.  Where  was  his  office? — A.  He  was  in  the  city  from  time  to  time. 
Mr.  Lake  would  stay  here  perhaps  a  week  or  ten  days,  then  go  to 
Bridgeport,  and  back  and  forth  between  Bridgeport  and  here. 

Q.  After  the  trials  occurred  did  you  then  go  to  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment?— A.  I  did. 

Q.  During  the  last  session  of  Congress,  before  the  trials  were  had. 
did  you  have  any  matters  before  the  Congressional  committees — did 
you  represent  the  company  before  the  committees  of  Congress? — A. 
We  did  not  have  any  hearing  before  any  of  the  committees,  but  I 
endeavored  to  acquaint  such  Members  as  I  could  come  in  touch  with 
with  the  merits  of  our  boat,  and  urged 

Q.  What  did  you  do;  how  did  you  go  to  work? — A.  I  would  request 
an  audience  with  them  personally. 

Q.  Whereabouts? — A.  Some  in  their  offices, some  at  hotels — various 
places. 

Q.  You  would  call  upon  them? — A.  Yes;  I  called  upon  them. 

Q.  Wherever  you  could  find  it  convenient? — A.  Wherever  it  was 
convenient  for  them  to  see  me;  wherever  I  could  find  them,  also. 

Q.  Did  you  confine  your  efforts  to  members  of  the  Naval  Commit- 
tee?— A.  rrincipally;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  the  members  of  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  Some 
I  did  and  some  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  become  acquainted  with  them? — A.  I  went  to  them 
and  made  myself  acquainted;  I  told  them  the  proposition  I  had  to 
present. 
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Q.  What  would  you  tell  them? — A.  I  told  them  that  we  were 
builders  of  submarine  torpedo  boats,  and  we  were  seeking  business 
from  the  Government;  that  our  boats  were  successful  abroad,  and  if 
they  would  throw  any  legislation  open  to  competition  I  felt  sure  that 
we  would  give  them  a  boat  that  would  be  in  advance  of  anything 
the?  had  at  the  present  time. 

Q.  You  presented  an  argument  for  open  competition? — A.  Open 
competition.  ♦ 

Q.  What  sort  of  a  letter,  or  did  you  have  any  evidence  from  your 
company  accrediting  you  to  these  Members  of  Congress? — A.  Oh, 
no;  not  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  just  introduced  yourself? — A.  I  just  simply  presented 
my  card.  . 

Q.  You  went  to  the  different  members  of  the  Naval  Committee, 
did  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  From  the  chairman  down? — A.  I  did  not  see  the  chairman 
myself.  I  understood  that  he  was  not  very  favorable  to  submarines, 
and  did  not  think  they  were  a  very  formidable  weapon,  and  I  thought 
he  was  a  good  man  to  leave  alone. 

Q.  Did  you  submit  any  motion  or  amendment  in  writing  to  any 
member  of  the  Naval  Committee  designed  to  cover  the  question  of  the 
legislation  you  wanted  ? — A.  I  took  over  a  motion,  but  ido  not  believe 
miv  Member  of  Congress  took  it.  It  was  a  motion  to  throw  it  open. 
I  do  not  think  any  Member  of  Congress  assented  to  taking  it  and 
introducing  it. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  talk  with  about  that? — A.  Well,  that  was  after 
1906.    That  was  1907. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  talk  with  about  making  the  motion? — A.  I 
talked  with  Representative  Mudd  and  Representative  Bates. 

Q.  Anybody  else? — A.  I  think  I  spoke  to  Representative  Loud. 

Q.  Anybody  else? — A.  Oh,  not  about  the  motion.  Just  about 
submarines  in  general. 

Q.  I  am  speaking  about  this  motion. — A.  I  think  I  only  took  it 
to  Representative  Mudd. 

Q.  And  he  did  not  offer  it? — A.  No;  I  am  quite  sure  he  did  not.  I 
am  sure  he  did  not  take  it. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  seek  to  become  informed  concerning  the 
condition  of  the  legislation  ?— A.  I  would  ask  people  whom  I  believed 
to  be  in  touch  with  what  the  situation  was. 

Q.  Who?— A.  Different  Members  of  Congress.  I  asked  them 
what  was  goin^  to  be  done  in  submarine  legislation. 

Q.  What  dia  you  try  to  find  out?— A.  Whether  or  not  there  was  a 
disposition  to  appropriate  money  for  submarines,  and  whether  or  not 
that  appropriation  would  be  exclusive  or  not. 

Q.  So  that  your  principal  idea  was  to  seek  to  find  out  two  things, 
first,  whether  the  money  was  to  be  appropriated,  and,  second,  whether 
that  legislation  would  be  exclusive?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  keep  in  touch  with  affairs  in  the  Senate  as  well  as  in  the 
House? — A.  I  did  not  press  that  very  much;  no. 

Q.  Your  business  was  with  the  titouse? — A.  Principally  with  the 


*  Q.  Do  you  know  who  did  confer  with  Members  of  the  Senate? — A. 
Well,  I  conferred  later  on,  after  the  House  bill  was  through,  I  con- 
ferred with  Senators.  j-t 
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Q.  So  it  was  ¥Our  business  to  confer  with  Senators  as  well  as  Rep- 
resentatives ? — A.  Oh,  yes;  anybody  that  I  could  legitimately  interest 
in  our  proposition. 

Q.  And  you  kept  in  conference  with  various  Members  during  the 
progress  of  the  navy  bill? — A.  It  was  in  conference.  I  would  simply 
ask  them  to  give  me  such  information  as  they  could  without  divulg- 
ing any  secrets. 

Q.  Have  you  made  reports  from? time  to  time? — A.  I  would  simply 
tell  Mr.  Lake  what  I  found. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  I  generally  told  him  personally. 

Q.  Was  he  here? — A.  When  he  would  come  here  I  would  tell  him. 

Q.  Would  some  of  the  reports  be  in  writing? — A.  I  may  have,  I  do 
not  recollect  just  now.  I  did  the  best  I  could  to  keep  him  thoroughly 
in  touch  with  the  situation  here. 

Q.  If  you  made  any  reports  in  writing,  in  what  way  would  you 
make  them? — A.  I  suppose  they  would  be  bv  letter. 

Q.  By  letter  to  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Addressed  where  ? — A.  Addressed  to  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  any?— A.  I  can  not  recall  any,  but  on 
looking  over  the  file  I  could  easily  ascertain. 

Q.  Did  vou  keep  any  copies  of  them? — A.  I  did  not  always. 
That  woul<3  depend  upon  whether  I  thought  the  matter  of  sufficient 
importance  to  keep  a  copy. 

Q.  You  might  and  might  not  have  kept  copies  of  those? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Do  you  go  down  to  Bridgeport? — A.  I  have  been  to  Bridge- 
port on  one  or  two  occasions;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  condition  of  their  files  there; 
whether  they  contain  anv  of  your  communications  or  not? — A-  No; 
I  never  bothered  about  the  Bridgeport  office  at  all. 

Q.  Where  were  you  during  the  time  the  trials  were  had? — A.  In 
Washington. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  Department  concerning  the  trials  at  the 
time  they  were  beino;  held  ? — A.  There  was  not  anything  to  go  about 
at  the  time  the  trials  were  being  held.  I  know  I  was  over  there  to 
request  some  information. 

Q.  What  did  you  try  to  find  out  ? — A.  As  to  the  progress  of  the 
trials,  to  see  if  there  was  any  official  information  as  to  the  progress 
of  the  trials. 

Q.  After  the  trials  were  had,  did  you  go  over  to  the  Department? — 
A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  try  to  find  out  then? — A.  How  favorable  the 
report  was  to  our  company. 

Q.  You  made  it  your  business  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  Depart- 
ment and  find  out  what  was  going  on  there  ? — A.  To  the  best  of  my 
ability;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  the  one  who  first  found  out  the  results  of  the  trials? — 
A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  Department  to  find  out  about  that? — A. 
Oh,  yes. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  learn  the  results  of  the  trials? — A.  I  do 
not  recall  whether  it  came  through  the  newspapers,  or  how,  but  I 
think  there  was  some  information  as  to  what  the  report  of  the  Board 
was  going  to  be  in  some  of  the  New  York  papers,  and  just  as  soon  as 
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I  found  out,  I  went  to  the  Secretary's  office  and  requested  that  I  be 

Emitted  to  see  the  files,  and  I  understood  that  that  permission 
I  been  given  to  all  competitors. 

Q.  How  did  you  understand  that? — A.  Well,  I  think  it  was  a 
matter  of  common  newspaper  report. 

Q.  In  the  newspapers  did  you  read  it? — A.  I  think  so;  yes.  I 
did  not  ascertain  from  any  one  specially  that  our  competitor  had 
wen  it  until  after,  I  think,  it  was  in  the  newspapers. 

Mr.  Thurston.  I  can  say  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  at  my 
request,  permitted  me  to  read  that  report,  and  in  his  office,  and  in 
his  presence,  with  the  statement  to  me  that  he  thought  our  company 
ought  to  know  what  that  report  contained. 

Mr.  Stevens.  And  that  was  the  first  information  you  had  concern- 
ing it? 

Mr.  Thurston.  The  first  information. 

Q.  Then  you  were  here  during  the  summer,  going  to  the  Depart- 
ment as  often  as  necessary? — A.  Oh,  j^es,  sir. 

|     Q.  At  the  time  Congress  opened  for  the  present  session  you  were 
;  here,  going  to  the  Department  then,  were  you  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  business  there  concerning  the  contracts 
!  that  were  recently  signed  by  your  company?— A.   Well,  I  was  there 
I  jjuite  frequently,  endeavoring  to  find  out  if  there  was  not  a  possibil- 
ity of  obtaining  business  that  we  felt  we  were  entitled  to.     We  felt 
that  our  showing  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  Secretary  in  giving  up 
a  portion  of  the  contract,  and  I  did  all  1  could  to  bring  it  about. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  with  different  members  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee this  year,  as  you  did  a  year  ago,  concerningit  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  urge  on  them  this  year? — A.  Well,  the  form  of 
legislation  of  1907,  really  detrimental  to  our  company;  we  did  not 
want  to  urge  upon  Congress  the  amount  that  they  should  place  in 
this  appropriation  bill,  as  we  thought  that  was  a  matter  for  them  to 
decide  upon,  but  we  would  like  to  see  such  legislation  as  is  embodied 
in  the  Sperry  bill,  for  open  competition,  to  be  placed  in  the  bill. 

Q.  You  urged  the  provisions  of  the  Sperry  bill  upon  the  members  of 
the  Naval  Committee? — A.  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  confer  with  the  members  of  the  Connecticut  delegation 
■in  Congress  concerning  legislation  ( — A.  Just  after  we  had  signed  our 
our  contract — I  did  not  approach  any  Member  of  Congress,  as  I  recol- 
lect, before  the  contract  was  signed. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  Februan*  3  or  4. 

Q.  You  did  not  talk  with  any  Member  of  Congress  before  that  ? — A. 
Not  the  submarine  provisions,  because  I  felt  that  we  could  not  go  to 
Congress  in  view  of  the  situation  and  ask  anything  of  them  until  we 
had  been  recognized  by  the  Navy  Department  in  some  way,  and  I 
wanted  this  as  a  basis  to  go  before  the  different  Members  of  Congress. 
I  telephoned  Mr.  Lilley  shortly  after  that  and  asked  him  if  he  would 
see  me  that  nirfit.  He  said  "\o,  he  could  not  see  me  that  night,"  so 
I  asked  him  if  he  woild  see  me  the  next  morning.  The  Sperry  bill  had 
not  been  introduced  then,  but  its  provisions  had  been  embodied  in  a 
statement,  and  I  met  him  the  next  morning  about  9  o'clock.  I 
walked  through  the  Capitol  with  him. 

Q.  With  whom? — A.  Mr.  Lilley,  of  Connecticut.  I  asked  him  if  he 
was  in  favor  of  submarines.  He  says  "No."  I  said  "Why?" 
11 W  1,"  he  says, "  I  don't  think  they  are  any  good."     I  says,  "  Why  do 
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you  make  that  statement  ? "  He  says,  "  Because  they  have  never  hit 
anything,  they  have  never  proven  their  usefulness  for  warfare."  I 
says,  "  There  has  never  been  but  one  war  that  would  give  submarines 
an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  themselves,  because  none  of  them  had 
submarines.''     We  had  put  into  this  bill  $3,000,000,  I  think 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  thev  had  put  into  the  bill  $3,000,000?-^.  No; 
I  say  in  this  provision  1  submitted  to  him,  and  I  asked  him  if  he 
would  be  for  that,  and  he  said  "No."  I  asked  why,  and  he  says, 
"I  don't  think  that  the  Naval  Committee  should  appropriate  that 
much  money  for  submarines."  I  said,  "  How  much  will  you  be  for?" 
He  said,  "If  the  people  want  submarines,  I  will  be  for  a  moderate 
amount."  I  said,  "Will  you  be  for  open  competition?"  He  says, 
"You  do  not  need  to  ask*  me  that,"  and  he  gave  me  a  very  scant 
consideration.  I  was  not  pleased  with  it  because  I  thought  he  was 
our  Representative  here  in  Congress  and  should  do  all  that  he  pos- 
sibly could  to  offer  open  competition  for  submarines,  and  look  after 
our  interests  in  a  legitimate  way. 

Q.  That  was  shortly  after  the  3d  of  February,  you  say? — A.  Yes; 
one  or  two  days  after. 

Q.  Was  that  the  first  time  you  had  talked  with  Mr.  Lilley  about 
the  subject  of  submarines? — A.  I  had  had  one  or  two  questions,  very 
short.     He  would  give  me  very  scant  consideration. 

Q.  Before  that?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Had  you  talked  with  other  members  of  the  Connecticut  delega- 
tion before  that? — A.  I  had  been  to  see  Mr.  Hill  in  1907.  I  had 
also  seen  Senator  Brandegee  and  Senator  Bulkeley. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  Mr.  Lilley  a  year  ago  about  submarine 
legislation? — A.  I  do  not  recollect;  I  may  have.  It  is  more  than 
likely  I  have. 

Q.  You  can  not  recall  any  conversation  a  year  ago? — A.  No,  I  do 
not  recall  any  special  conversation,  because  I  know  he  did  not  seem 
inclined  to  give  me  very  much  time. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  was  on  the  committee  a  year  ago, in 
the  last  Congress? — A.  I  am  pretty  sure  he  was;  yes,  I  think  he  was. 

Q.  In  talking  with  members  of  the  Naval  Committee  about  your 
matters,  did  you  not  go  to  him  naturally? — A.  Well,  I  did  not  Know 
him  very  well;  he  would  generally  kind  of  shove  me  off,  and  I  didn't 
feel  like  thrusting  myself  upon  a  man  that  did  not  give  me  more 
than  ordinary  attention. 

Q.  Did  you  get  any  information  about  his  attitude  a  year  ago,  in 
the  last  Congress,  concerning  submarines  %— A.  I  was  very  much 
disappointed  in  his  attitude.  It  was  not  very  favorable  to  the  sub- 
marine proposition,  and  I  thought  it  should  be  more  so. 

Q.  You  did  not  understand  about  his  attitude  and  vote  a  year 
ago  ? — A.  I  did  not  know  what  the  vote  was  a  year  ago. 

Q.  His  conversation  rather  indicated  that  he  was  against  subma- 
rines a  year  ago? — A.  Oh,  yes;  his  conversation  indicated  he  had 
no  use  for  them — that  is,  that  they  were  more  in  the  line  of  an 
experimental  toy. 

Q.  He  thought  that  they  were  not  of  much  use  as  a  means  of 
national  defense? — A.  That  is  what  he  led  me  to  believe. 

Q.  So  that  he  was  not  one  of  the  men  that  you  went  to  a  year 
ago? — A.  I  would  not  be  certain;  I  may  have  gone  to  him;  I  went  to 
everybody  I  could ;  I  tried  to  reach  everyone  I  could. 
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Q.  You  can  not  recollect  any  specific  occasion  of  your  going  to 
him? — A.  No;  I  can  not. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  any  meeting  of  the  Connecticut  delegation  in 
Congress  that  jrou  knew  about  at  the  beginning  of  this  session  in  con- 
nection with  your  work? — A.  Why,  I  remember  that  when  we  were 
having  this  matter  up  of  the  contract  with  the  Naval  Department  I 
felt  that  we  were  entitled  to  a  part  of  that  appropriation,  and  we 
felt  that  we  were  not  getting  our — they  were  not  showing  proper 
interest  in  our  matter,  and  I  suggested  to  Mr.  Lake  that  we  get  the 
different  members  of  the  Connecticut  delegation  together  and  pre- 
sent to  them  our  side  of  the  controversy. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  That  was  in  December,  I  think,  some- 
time.    It  was  sometime  the  early  part  of  Congress. 

Q.  Before  the  holiday  recess? — A.  Around  that  time,  I  think 
it  was. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Lake  say  and  do  ? — A.  Well,  I  think  he  made  an 
endeavor  to  meet  these  people. 

Q.  That  was  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake?— A.  That  was  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake— and 
acquaint  them  with  the  argument  that  we  considered  just  and  in 
favor  of  our  boat,  and  inasmuch  as  I  had  understood  that  strong 
efforts  had  been  made  on  the  part  of  our  competitors  to  keep  us  out 
of  this  business,  I  thought  the  Representatives  from  the  State  in 
which  our  company  was  located  ought  to  help  us  before  the  Secre- 
tary and  just  ask  him  for  fair  consideration  of  the  matter — nothing 
more — and  I  think  that  they  had  such  a  meeting,  and  Mr.  Lake  gave 
a  luncheon,  and  they  talked  it  all  over. 

Q.  Where  was  that?— A.  I  think  it  was  at  the  Willard  Hotel. 

Q.  Were  you  there? — A.  No,  sir;  I  was  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  were  there? — A.  I  think  the  Connecticut 
delegation  was  there,  and  Mr.  Lake;  I  think  Senator  Thurston  was 
there. 

Senator  Thxjbston.  I  was  there. 

Q.  Any  other  members  there  that  you  know  of? — A.  Senator 
Thurston  could  say  that;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  notify  the  members  of  the  delegation  concerning;  that  ? — 
A  1  may  have  called  up  one  or  two  over  the  phone,  and  I  think  Mr. 
J.  C.  Lake  did  that  himself. 

Q.  You  did  nothing  further  concerning  the  arrangement? — A.  No; 
I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  all. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake  had  charge  of  matters  himself? — A.  Yes;  Mr.  Lake 
had  it  in  charge. 

Q.  So  that  was  the  only  time  you  know  of  any  meeting  being 
arranged  for  the  purpose  of  acquainting  the  members  with  your  side 
of  the  controversy?— A.  That  was  a  preliminary  meeting.  It  was  to 
acouaint  them  with  the  subject,  and  later  on,  in  conformity  with  this 
mc  sting;  we  asked  the  Connecticut  delegation  to  go  before  the  Secre- 
te] j.  I  think  it  was  two  or  three  weeks.  It  was  after  Simon  Lake 
ha  I  arrived.  And  then  when  Simon  Lake  arrived,  I  think  I  assisted 
Mi .  Lake  in  requesting  the  members  of  the  Connecticut  delegation 
to  to  to  the  Secretary  and  to  tell  him  Mr.  Lake's  situation. 

<  t-  In  what  way  did  you  assist  Mr.  Lake? — A.  I  went  to  see  the 
dii  srent  members  and  asked  them  if  they  would  meet  and  go  to  the 
Nf  tj  Department  in  our  behalf. 

1  I  Did  they  consent  to  meet? — A.  Yes;  they  did. 
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Q.  Where? — A.  I  think  the  meeting  was  over  in  the  Secretary's 
office.  I  did  not  go  up  with  them,  because  I  thought  I  could  be  of 
no  assistance  and  had  done  my  duty.  I  think  Senator  Thurston 
accompanied  them.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  was  in  before  the 
Secretary  or  not. 

O.  Who  did  you  notify  and  request  to  be  present? — A.  Senator 
Bulbeley,  Senator  Brandegee,  Representative  Hill,  Representative 
Sperry;  I  tried  to  get  Mr.  Henry,  but  he  was  away,  and  1  tried  to  get 
them  all;  Mr.  Lilley,  I  think,  I  spoke  to  him. 

Q.  But  you  were  not  there  ? — A.  No ;  I  was  not  there. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  I  think  that  was  in  the  early  part  of  Janu- 
ary— in  the  middle  of  January. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  only  time  that  you  recall  getting  the  Con- 
necticut delegation  together? — A.  Yes;  that  was  the  only  time  we 
got  them  together. 

Q.  When  did  you  learn  of  this  investigation? — A.  I  came  up  to 
the  Capitol  daily  to  seek  information,  and  I  understand  or  some- 
body told  me  that  Mr.  Lilley — I  got  up  a  little  late  in  the  afternoon — 
and  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  introduced  a  resolution,  and  I  went  over  to 
the  basket  and  got  it  out  of  the  basket  and  made  a  copy  of  it.  And 
that  was  the  first  I  knew  anything  about  the  resolution. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  That  was  the  same  day  that  the  resolu- 
tion was  introduced. 

Q.  February  20? — A.  I  could  not  tell  you  that. 

Q.  You  haa  not  heard  anything  about  it  previously? — A.  No, sir; 
I  had  not. 

Q.  Had  you  talked  with  Mr.  Lilley  any  other  time  than  the  one 
that  you  have  mentioned  and  the  time  tnat  you  notified  him  to  be 

E  resent  at  that  meeting? — A.  I  went  to  see  Mr.  Lilley  a  day  or  so 
ef ore  the  bill  was  introduced,  and  I  wanted  him  to  make  Mr.  Sper- 
ry's  bill  a  motion  in  it,  and  he  refused  to  do  so. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  That  was  a  day  or  two  before  the  bill 
came  up  in  the  committee,  when  the  committee  finally  voted  for  it. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  the  matter  was  coming  up  in  the  commit- 
tee?— A.  I  was  then  following  it  up  and  knew  how  far  they  had  got- 
ten  in  the  bill,  and  there  was  general  knowledge  at  that  time  tnat 
the  committee  would  vote  at  this  date. 

Q.  How  did  you  find  it  out? — A.  I  think  I  found  it  out  from  the 
clerk  of  the  committee.  I  went  in  to  see  the  clerk  of  the  committee, 
and  he  said  they  expected  to  vote  on  it  this  day. 

Q.  Then  you  went  to  Mr.  Lilley  as  soon  as  you  found  out  about 
the  condition  of  the  bill  and  requested  that  he  would  urge  the  Sperry 
bill  as  an  amandment? — A.  Make  a  motion  to  that  effect. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you? — A.  He  told  me  no,  he  was  not  going 
to  do  that;  that  he  was  not  in  favor  of  submarines,  and  that  he  was 
not  going  to  appear  in  the  light  of  a  representative  of  any  submarine 
company.  And  I  was  very  much  disappointed,  because  I  was  having 
a  hard  enough  fight  in  the  matter,  and  I  thought  at  least  he  should 
show  me  that  much  consideration — to  introduce  the  motion.  It  was 
a  free,  open  competition  motion,  and  I  was  very  much  chagrined. 

Q.  Was  that  the  only  time  that  you  asked  him  to  offer  your 
motion? — A.  That  and  the  time  I  walked  to  the  Capitol  with  him. 

Q.  Did  he  intimate  to  you  at  that  time  that  he  should  oppose  all 
submarine  legislation? — A.  I  just  merely  asked  him  to  be  for  open 
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competition,  to  be  for  our  share  of  it  if  it  did  come  up,  but  before  that 
he  told  me  he  was  not  for  submarine  legislation,  and  I  asked  him  if 
the  people  did  not  believe  in  submarines  if  he  would  not  be  for  it,  and 
if  they  were  for  it,  if  he  would  not  be  for  open  competition,  and  he  said 
for  a  moderate  amount  he  would  be  for  submarines,  but  I  did  not 
think  to  ask  him  for  open  competition. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  over  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake  and  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake 
about  going  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  urging  his  help  ? — A.  No ;  because  Mr. 
Lake  had  left  me  with  authority  to  do  everything  in  my  power  to  pro- 
mote the  interest  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  in  conjunction 
with  Senator  Thurston,  and  therefore  my  only  adviser  was  Senator 
Thurston — whenever  a  matter  came  up  in  which  I  was  in  doubt  I 
went  to  the  Senator.  So  the  whole  matter  was  practically  in  charge 
of  Senator  Thurston  and  myself. 

Q.  Did  the  Senator  advise  you  to  confer  with  Mr.  Lilley  and  urge 
his  helpl — A.  He  never  advised  me  as  to  conferring  with  anybody. 
That  was  a  matter  I  took  upon  myself. 

Q.  So  any  talk  with  members  of  the  committee  you  had  was  upon 
your  own  motion? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  inform  the  Senator  what  you  were  doing? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  ne  knew  generally  what  you  were  doing  and  what  was  going 
on?-— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  inform  the  Senator  of  the  reply  of  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I 
don't  know  whether  I  did  or  not.  I  think  I  kept  it  to  myself.  I  did 
not  want  to  let  them  know  I  had  had  no  more  success. 

Q.  Did  you  confer  with  newspaper  men  during  this  time— was  that 
a  part  of  your  employment? — A.  No;  I  never  had  anything  to  do 
with  the  publicity  work  of  our  company  in  any  way.  I  am  not  a 
newspaper  man,  but  I  enjoy  newspaper  men's  company,  and  I  have 
been  in  their  company  in  a  social  way,  but  never  talked  business. 

Q.  Did  you  give  them  any  news? — A.  I  don't  recollect.  I  may 
have.  I  may  have  given  them  data.  Newspaper  men  have  come 
into  the  office  and  I  have  given  them  our  circulars,  and  they  have,  a 
good  many  of  them,  wanted  photographs,  and  I  might  have  given 
them  photographs,  and  circulars,  and  I  think  I  have,  but  I  never  got 
any  matter  published  in  behalf  of  our  company. 

Q.  All  this  time  you  were  doing  your  office  work  for  the  company 
yourself? — A.  Since  Simon  Lake  returned  to  this  country,  Mr.  J.  C. 
Lake  has  had  no  active  connection  with  the  business  except  for  a 
week  or  so.  Mrs.  Lake  was  taken  severely  ill  last  summer  while  she 
was  at  Atlantic  City,  and  Mr.  Lake  was  with  her  at  the  hospital  most 
of  the  time,  and  he  also  was  taken  quite  ill,  and  at  the  time  this 
investigation  came  up,  a  month  or  so  or  couple  of  weeks  before  that 
he  was  at  the  Hot  Springs,  Va.,  for  treatment,  for  his  wife 

Q.  You  did  the  office  work? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

y.  And  did  the  letter  writing? — A.  I  did  the  letter  writing. 

Q.  What  typewriter  do  you  use? — A.  I  use  the  Underwood — no, 
the  L.  C.  Smith. 

( .  How  long  have  you  used  it? — A.  That  machine  has  been  in  our 
offi  e  for  pretty  near  a  year. 

(    Have  you  used  any  other  in  your  office  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

(    What  other  ?— A.  1  used  the  Smith  Premier. 

<  How  long  did  you  use  the  Smith  Premier? — A.  I  have  used  it 
off    \d  on. 
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Q.  Is  it  in  your  office? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  you  have  two  there?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Any  other  typewriter,  have  you  ? — A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  Whatever  work  you  do  you  do  on  one  of  tnose  two  machines? — 
A.   Yes;  most  of  it  on  the  Underwood — the  L.  C.  Smith,  rather. 

Q.  Is  the  Underwood  or  L.  C.  Smith  an  open-front  machine? — A. 
How  do  you  mean?  One  is  a  visible  machine  and  the  other  an  invis- 
ible, I  guess. 

Q.  After  you  first  saw  the  resolution  introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley  did 
ou  go  to  him? — A.  I  went  to  him  at  the  Willard  Hotel  that  night. 

was  kind  of  chagrined  with  the  fact  that  the  resolution  was  intro- 
duced. We  had  had  a  hard  fight  here,  and  I  went  to  ask  him  what 
he  had  to  base  his  resolution  on,  and  he  told  me  that  he  had  dictated 
some  matter  to  the  newspaper  men,  and  I  would  see  it  in  the  news- 

Eaper,  and  that  was  all  tnere  was  to  it.     I  didn't  get  anything  from 
im. 

Q.  Is  that  all  the  conversation  you  had  with  him  that  nigh't? — A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  offer  your  assistance  in  any  way  that  night? — A.  No, 
sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  you  for  your  assistance  that  night  in  any  way? — A. 
He  did  not. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  him  about  it? — A.  Perhaps  in  a  day  or 
two.  I  kept  going  up  there  to  try  and  find  out  what  was  going  on, 
and  I  thought  he  would  be  the  man  that  would  give  me  the  most 
information,  and  he  was  still  very  reticent  about  giving  me  anything. 

Q.  Did  he  talk  to  you  about  it? — A.  Later  on  he  kind  of  warmed 
up  to  the  subject  and  wanted  to  know  what  I  knew. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  That  was  several  days,  right  after  it — a 
couple  of  days  after  it.     I  did  not  keep  any  track  of  it. 

Q.  Was  it  before  the  1st  of  March?— A.  I  think  so;  I  could  not  say 
exactly  as  to  the  date.  But  I  can  give  you  the  facts;  I  could  not 
give  you  the  date. 

Q.  What  information  did  you  give  to  him? — A.  I  did  not  give  any 
information  to  him  at  that  time,  but  I  did  suggest  that  he  ought  to 
have  the  advice  of  an  attorney,  and  he  said  that  he  did  not  know  of 
one  he  could  get. 

Q.  When  did  you  advise  him  that? — A.  Some  little  time  after;  I 
think  it  was  after  his  little  affray  with  Mr.  Lord. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you  when  you  advised  him  to  get  an  attor- 
ney?— A.  He  said  he  had  begun  to  think  so,  too,  but  he  did  not  know 
of  anyone  to  employ  and  wanted  to  know  if  I  would  suggest  anybody. 
It  told  him  I  did  not  know  of  anyone  to  suggest,  but  he  ought  to  have 
some  one  very  familiar  with  submarine  affairs.  And  I  said:  "We 
would  be  willing  that  you  wrould  confer  with  our  attorney,  Senator 
Thurston,  until  you  can  get  your  own  attorneys.,, 

Q.  When  and  where  did  this  occur? — A.  That  occurred  in  his  office. 

Q.  In  this  building? —  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  when  it  was? — A.  Well,  it  was  some  days  after.  I 
think  it  was  after  the  matter  had  come  up  with  Mr.  Lord  and  Mr.  Early. 

Q.  Was  it  within  a  week  after  the  resolution  was  introduced? — A. 
I  think  it  was  later  than  that. 

Q.  Ten  days? — A.  It  may  have  been;  I  would  not  say. 
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Q.  Had  you  reported  all  this  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake  or  Mr.  J.  C. 
Lake! — A.  No;  I  had  only  talked  it  over  with  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  And  the  Senator  had  not  seen  him  up  to  that  time? — A.  No,  sir- 
I  do  not  think  the  Senator  saw  Mr.  Lilley  until — the  Senator  testified 
as  to  that  yesterday. 

Q.  Did  you  make  an  appointment  with  the  Senator  to  see  Mr. 
Lilley?-A.  I  think  I  did. 

S.  Where  did  you  make  the  appointment  with  him? — A.  At  the 
ard,  at  Mr.  Lilley's  apartment,  as  I  recollect. 

0.  At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Well,  he  said  he  would  be 
glad  to  confer  with  him,  and  so  I  just  simply  arranged  for  a  meeting, 
and  they  met. 

Q/Were  you  there? — A.  I  was  not  there  all  of  the  time;  I  think  I 
was  there  part  of  the  time.  I  came  in,  and  1  think  I  walked  out.  It 
was  not  a  matter  that  concerned  me. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  assist  Mr.  Lilley  in  any  way? — A.  After  this 
matter  got  under  headway  or  thereabouts,  I  felt  that  our  company 
should  furnish  such  data  and  information  as  had  come  into  their 
possession  or*  they  knew  of  in  a  personal  way,  to  help  the  committee 
out  in  this  investigation.  There  had  been  general  rumors  of  oppo- 
sition that  we  were  working  against,  and  I  wanted  the  matter  cleared 
up;  and  I  thought  it  was  our  duty  as  a  company  to  clear  it  up;  and  I 
tnink,  then,  that  I  suggested  to  Mr.  Lake  that  if  they  had  anything  in 
their  possession  of  a  tangible  nature  that  they  could  support  by  affi- 
davits that  they  should  do  so. 

Q.  Which  Lake  did  you  suggest  that  to  ? — A.  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Simon 
Lake  about  that. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  personally? — A.  I  am  not  certain  about  that. 
Mr.  Simon  Lake  spoke  of  a  letter  yesterday,  and  I  looked  all  through 
my  files  last  night  to  see  if  I  could  find  a  letter.  I  was  talking  with 
Mr.  Lake  over  the  phone  on  matters  relative  to  the  recent  trial  of  the 
Lakes,  and  my  recollection  is  that  I  suggested  to  him  over  the  phone, 
"Mr.  Lake,  if  you  have  any  information  which  will  be  of  value  to  this 
committee,  you  should  furnish  it."  I  thought  it  was  our  duty  to  do 
everything  we  could,  inasmuch  as  this  affected  submarines,  to  get  the 
atmosphere  cleared  up. 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Lake? — A.  He  was  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  You  talked  with  him  over  the  long  distance  at  Bridgeport? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  It  was  in  the  early  part  of  March,  I  think, 
or  somewhere  along  there. 

Q.  That  was  voluntary  upon  your  part  ? — A.  Yes,  sir.  That  was 
all  of  my  own  initiative. 

Q.  After  a  consultation  with  Senator  Thurston? — A.  I  do  not 
believe  I  ever  consulted  with  Senator  Thurston  on  that. 

Q.  You  did  it  as  your  own  motion  ? — A.  I  did  it  of  my  own  motion. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Lake  tell  you  over  the  telephoned — A.  He  said 
he  would  look  into  the  matter  and  see  what  they  had. 

Q.  Did  he  give  you  any  instructions  at  that  time  ? — A.  No ;  because 
he  relied  on  my  own  judgment  as  to  how  I  should  conduct  the  busi- 
ftcs  here,  and  I  suppose  if  he  failed  the  result  would  be  the  usual  one. 

C  What  did  you  do  to  help  matters?— A.  Well,  after— I  don't 
kn<  r— the  thing  came  up,  I  think  I  prepared  some  questions — that 
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is,  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Lilley.  He  suggested  certain  lines;  he 
says,  "you  are  familiar  with  the  submarine  business,"  and  I  think 
I  prepared  certain  questions.     I  know  I  did. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  prepare  questions? — A.  Oh,  I  looked  up 
the  records  that  we  had  ana  wrote  a  large  number  of  questions. 

Q.  That  is,  the  office  records? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Just  tell  us  how  you  prepared  these  questions,  what  memoranda 
you  had  as  a  basis  for  them  ? — A.  I  had  the  past  trials  in  the  hearings, 
the  Lessler  investigation,  and  correspondence  on  file  that  had  been 
published.  I  used  every  available  data  that  I  could.  I  thought 
the  committee  were  not  expert  to  know  the  submarine  business,  and 
this  might  tend  to  throw  some  light  on  the  whole  situation.  And  I 
only  prepared  those  questions  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  up  the  whole 
situation. 

Q.  Where  did  you  do  this? — A.  In  my  office. 

Q.  In  the  Colorado  Building? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  these  typewriters  that  you  told  me  about? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  prepare  the  questions  that  should  be  propounded  to 
Mr.  Rice?— A.  I  tnink  I  prepared  some  of  them;  yes.  • 

Q.  There  were  a  large  number  of  them? — A,  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Several  hundred? — A.  I  did  not  prepare  any  several  hundred. 

Q.  We  had  copies  handed  to  us.  Wnat  did  you  do  with  the  orig- 
inals of  the  questions  that  you  prepared  ? — A.  Well,  I  think  I  handed 
in  the  oririnals. 

Q.  To  whom? — A.  Why,  to  Mr.  Lilley;  I  gave  them  to  Mr.  Iillev. 

Q.  All  the  questions  you  prepared  were  delivered  to  Mr.  Lilley  ? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  retained  no  copies  for  yourself? — A.  I  retained  one  or 
two,  but  as  soon  as  the  questions  were  asked  I  threw  them  in  the 
wastebasket.     There  was  no  place  to  file  them. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  with  Senator  Thurston  in  reference  to  these 
questions? — A.  No;  I  told  him  several  times  I  was  going  to  prepare 
questions,  and  he  said  he  had  no  objections  to  lhat.  I  askea  him  if 
tnere  would  be  any  impropriety  in  preparing  questions.  There  had 
been  matters  coming  up  in  connection  with  the  business — with  sub- 
marine business — over  which  there  was  a  question  yet,  and  I  thought 
by  asking  Mr.  Rice  these  questions  thev  could  be  cleared  up. 

Q.  So  you  consulted  with  Senator  Tfhurston  about  some  lines?— A. 
Oh,  yes;  about  general  lines. 

Q.  So  that  you  prepared  a  series  of  questions  to  be  propounded  to 
Mr.  Rice? — A.  Yes;  some  of  them;  not  all  of  them. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  how  many? — A.  Oh,  three  or  four  pages, 
three  or  four. 

Q.  Three  or  four  pages  vou  prepared? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  For  Mr.  Rice?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  you  prepared  anv  questions  to  be  pro- 
pounded to  Mr.  Frost  ? — A.  Yes;  I  did  for  Mr.  Frost,  too. 

Q.  Where  did  you  have  the  memoranda  for  that  ? — A.  I  think  some 
of  that  was  gotten  from  some — some  of  it  came  from  general  rumor 
and  some  from  correspondence,  and  some  of  it  was  from  some  of  the 
statements  that  had  been  made  before  the  committee. 

Q.  Let  us  locate  a  little  bit  closer.  What  general  rumor  do  you 
refer  to? — A.  Well,  of  the  methods  employed  oy  our  competitor  in 
seeking  business  here. 
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Q.  Where  did  you  get  that  information?-— A.  Well,  it  was  the  gen- 
eral talk. 

Who  did  you  hear  it  from? — A.  Well,  I  could  not  be  specific — 
ly,  I  could  not  be  specific. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  the  newspaper  men  and  get  it  from  them  ? — 
A.  1  have  talked  with  newspaper  men,  and  I  have  talked  with  every- 
body. 

Q.  What  ones? — A.  I  have  talked  with  nearly  all  of  my  acquaint- 
ances, but  not  in  a  business  way.  I  could  not  say  what  ones.  I 
thought  if  those  methods  were  employed  it  is  well — because  I  thought 
if  it  was  not  so  it  will  not  do  any  harm. 

Q.  Can  not  you  specify  any  person  you  talked  with? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  not  you  identify  the  time  you  talked  with  anvbody? — 
A.  Ever  since  1  have  been  here  in  Washington  I  have  talked  with 
people  about  that  subject. 

Q.  And  you  can  not  remember  one  single  name  of  anybody? — 
A  No;  I  have  not  one  single  name  to  trace  it  down  to,  that  I  can 
recollect. 

Q.  And  you  can  not  locate  any  particular  time? — A.  No. 

Q.  That  you  had  a  conversation? — A.  No;  I  can  not. 

Q.  Can  you  locate  any  place  where  you  had  any  of  these  conver- 
sations?— A.  No;  it  was  just  merely  passing  talk  with  whoever  I 
came  in  touch. 

Q.  What  memoranda  did  you  have  of  it  as  the  basis  of  your  ques- 
tions?— A.  Mostly  memory,  as  far  as  these  things  had  come  up,  and 
general  talk. 

Q.  You  said  you  had  something  in  the  office? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  it  that  you  had  in  the  office? — A.  Circulars — not 
circulars,  but  reports,  official  reports  and  documents,  and  corre- 
spondence. 

Q.  What  correspondence? — A.  Well,  correspondence  that  had  pre- 
viously been  had  between  different  people;  it  is  all  on  file. 

Q.  With  whom? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  with  whom  now.  I  did 
not  pay  any  attention  to  who. 

t  Q.  You  consulted  that  correspondence  as  a  basis  for  those  ques- 
tions?— A.  Principally;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  vou  remember  who  wrote  the  letters? — A.  Simply  by 
seeing  the  letters.  Some  of  it  was  just  a  history  that  Mr.  Lake  had 
made  of  his  submarine  experience  in  seeking  business  here,  in  the 
Goyernmemt,  and  a  good  deal  of  it  was  based  on  this  pamphlet 
which  he  had 

Q.  This  was  a  memorandum  prepared  by  Mr.  Lake  that  you 
used? — A.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Lake.  It 
was  a  memorandum  in  the  office.     It  is  still  there/ 

Q.  Was  it  in  handwriting  or  typewritten? — A.  It  was  a  type- 
writ*en  document. 

Q.  Any  signature  to  it? — A.  No,  no. 

Q.  Anv  date  to  it? — A.  There  are  dates  in  the  document,  but  I 
doult  it  being  dated. 

Q  Any  statement  in  it  showing  bv  whom  it  was  prepared? — A. 
No. 

Q  That  document  is  in  your  office? — A.  Sure  it  is  there. 

Q  And  you  consulted  and  used  that  document  as  a  basis  for  these 
que*  inns?— A.  I  consulted  and  used  a  number  of  documents. 
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Q.  Are  they  all  there  in  the  office? — A.  They  ought  to  be;  yes, sir 

Q.  They  were  there  at  the  time  you  used  them  ?— A.  Why,  yes. 

Q.  Did  anybody  help  you  in  preparing  these  questions? — A.  Why, 
only  the  suggestions  that  I  got  from  Mr.  Lilley  as  to  the  line  he  wanted 
to  jpursue,  and  I  talked  it  over  with  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  with  anybody  else? — A.  No;  not  as  to  the 
preparation  of  the  questions,  as  1  recollect. 

Q.  And  you  prepared  questions  for  Mr.  Rice,  Mr.  Frost,  and  who 
else? — A.  Well,  I  prepared  them,  if  I  can  recollect — I  don't  know  as 
I  can  recollect.  1  think  I  prepared  some  for  Mr.  Barnett  and  Mr. 
Johnson  on  the  books. 

Q.  And  for  Mr.  Tread  well? — A.  Yes;  those  questions  that  were 
asked  Mr.  Treadwell.  We  wanted  something  along  those  lines,  and 
I  prepared  them. 

Q.  Did  you  prepare  the  technical  questions? — A.  Yes;  those  that 
Mr.  Lake  referred  to  yesterday. 

O.  Where  did  you  get  your  information  ? — A.  In  some  data  we  have 
in  the  office. 

Q.  They  all  came  from  your  office  records? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  anybody  else  in  preparing  those  technical  ques- 
tions?— A.  No;  I  do  not  think  I  did;  I  do  not  recollect  that  J  did. 

Q.  You  did  that  yourself? — A.  Yes;  or  from  those  documents.  It 
did  not  take  yery  much  to  prepare  the  questions.  I  know  they  smiled 
at  some  of  them. 

Q.  When  you  wrote  those  off  which  typewriter  did  you  use? — A.  I 
used  both  typewriters. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  questions  ?  How  many  sets  did  you 
prepare? — A.  I  generally  only  prepared  one  set,  and  one  or  two  I  did 
prepare  copies,  and  when  they  were  introduced  I  tore  them  up,  after 
they  had  been  asked.  They  simply  would  have  laid  around  and  they 
were  not  of  any  use. 

Q.  After  you  prepared  the  questions,  what  did  you  do  with  them?— 
A.  I  handed  them  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  said,  "If  there  is  anything  there 
that  will  help  you,  I  hope  you  can  use  them?" 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  names  of  witnesses  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  Whose  names  did  you  suggest  ? — A.  The  officers  of  the  Electric 
Boat  Company;  some  of  them,  not  all  of  them.  He  had  some  and 
he  asked  me  for  some. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  any  other  names? — A.  Not  that  I  recollect. 

Q.  Did  you  offer  to  furnish  Mr.  Lilley  any  affidavits? — A.  No;  I 
only  gave  those  that  came  in  my  possession  to  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  What  affidavits  came  into  your  possession? — A.  Well,  there 
was  an  affidavit  from  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  and  an  affidavit  from  Mr.  Adams, 
and  an  affidavit  from  Mr.  Ferguson. 

Q.  Any  other? — A.  Not  that — there  may  have  been  another,  I 
don't  know.  There  was  an  affidavit,  I  don't  recollect,  I  handed  him 
three  or  four  affidavits. 

Q.  You  have  recalled  three. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Ferguson  and  Mr.  Adams.  Do  you  recall  any  other  affi- 
davits that  you  received  ? — A.  There  was  another  paper,  from  a  man 
up  in  Connecticut  some  place,  but  I  don't  recollect  how  I  got  that 
affidavit.  I  saw  it,  and  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  made  by  Mr. 
Lilley — I  looked  over  it,  whether  I  handed  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  I  don't 
recollect. 
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Q.  You  don't  recollect  whether  it  came  to  you? — A.  No. 

0.  Would  you  not  recollect  if  it  came  to  you  from  your  company  ? — 
A.  jfo;  I  would  not,  because  I  was  not  paying  much  attention  to  the 
details  of  those  things.  I  never  have.  I  have  simply  the  facts  in 
my  mind  and  I  never  bother  myself  with  details. 

Q.  Did  you  request  information  from  the  Bridgeport  office  to  help 
you  in  preparing  these  questions? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  get  any  information  from  the  Bridgeport  office  to 
assist  you*— A.  Not  that  I  recall;  no,  sir. 

Q.  You  evolved  it  all  from  your  own  information  here  ? — A.  From 
information  I  had  here;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  notify  or  report  to  Mr.  Lake  that  you  were  doing  this 
work? — A.  No;  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did.  I  just  simply  thought 
there  was  no  use  bothering  him,  and  whenever  I  needed  advice  I 
went  to  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  What  other  sources  of  information  did  you  use  in  preparing 
these  questions? — A.  I  think  I  have  given  all  that  I  recollect.  I  do 
not  know  of  any — I  could  not  identity  them. 

Q.  You  do  not  recollect  anybody  else  that  you  went  to  to  get 
information? — A".  No;  I  really  can  not  recall  anyone  else. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  the  records  of  the  Navy  Department? — A. 
No;  I  did  not  have  any  records  of  the  Navy  Department  that  I  knew  of. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  the  records  of  the  Navy  Committees  ?-yA.  No: 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  Members  of  Congress  concerning  this  or  get 
information  from  them?— A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  talked  with  some  newspaper  men? — A.  No,  not  any; 
just  simply  in  a  general  way,  as  newspaper  men  would  talk  on  a  sub- 
ject. Tney  were  after  news,  and  I  suppose  they  thought  if  I  had  any 
the  best  way  to  get  it  was  to  get  it  in  conversation,  and  we  talked  in 
that  way. 

Q.  Did  you  give  them  news  about  this? — A.  No,  because  I  was 
not  in  the  inside,  and  I  did  not  have  any  to  give. 

Q.  You  have  testified,  if  I  remember,  that  when  you  received 
those  affidavits  from  Connecticut,  there  was  only  an  original  affi- 
davit?—A.  Yes,  sir;  that  was  all. 

Q.  And  that  came  to  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  you  delivered  that  original  affidavit  to  Mr.  Lilley? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  copy  of  that  affidavit  while  it  was  in  your 
possession? — A.  I  made  no  copies  of  an  affidavit. 

Q.  So  when  you  delivered  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  it  was  just  the  original 
affidavit  and  nothing  more  t— A.  It  was. 

Q.  Did  you  get  the  information  that  was  received  concerning 
Gen.  M.  C.  Butler  and  his  connection  with  the  old  Holland  Com- 
pany?—A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  know  anything  about  that? — A.  After  I  had  learned 
about  that,  I  think  I  learned  about  it  in  the  newspapers. 

Q.  Did  you  inform  Mr.  Lilley  about  that? — A.  No;  I  did  not  in- 
form Mr.  Lilley  about  that. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  relations  of  Mr.  Creacy  with 
the  old  Holland  Company?— A.  Oh,  yes;  that  was  general  rumor; 
ev<  rybody  knew  that  1  guess. 

( \.  Did  you  prepare  the  questions  to  be  propounded  to  Mr, 
Cr<  ^yi — A.  Well,  now,  I  can  not  say  as  to  that. 
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Q.  Don't  you  recall  whether  you  did  or  not? — A.  I  can  not  recall 
that.  I  would  be  very  glad  to  tell  you  if  I  did.  I  haven't  anything 
to  keep  back  as  to  anything  I  prepared.  I  prepared  a  great  deal  or 
stuff  and  I  have  nothing  to  keep  back;  it  is  only  a  question  6i  remem- 
bering whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  whether  you  prepared  this  question  for  Mr. 
Creacyornot? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  whether  you  prepared  the  questions  to  Doctor 
Kerr?— A.  I  really  could  not  say.  Some  of  those  I  prepared.  I 
have  prepared  an  abundance  of  questions  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr. 
Lilley,  and  I  simply  did  it  to  be  of  assistance  to  the  committee.  I 
did  not  do  it  to  reflect  on  the  committee  in  any  way  or  from  any 
point  of  impropriety.  I  have  consulted  with  Senator  Thurston,  and 
ne  said  he  saw  no  impropriety  about  it,  but  he  said  it  is  an  awful 
difficult  matter  to  bring  out  information  simply  from  questions.  I 
will  give  you  all  the  information  I  know  on  the  subject;  Ido  not  want 
to  withhold  anything  from  you. 

Q.  You  do  not  recall  whether  you  prepared  the  questions  for  Mr. 
Lilley  or  not? — A.  No;  I  do  not  recall  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anythingabout  Mr.  Kerr? — A/  Yes,  sir;  it  waa 
generally  rumored  that  Mr.  Kerr  had  been  employed  with  the  Hol- 
land Company  for  years,  and  I  understood  his  name  to  have  been 
brought  up  in  connection  with — I  think  it  is  in  the  record  of  the 
Lessler  inquiry. 

Q.  Is  that  all  the  information  you  had? — A.  I  would  not  know 
Doctor  Kerr  if  I  would  see  him. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  any  person  who  told  you  anything  in  connection 
with  Mr.  Kerr  with  the  company? — A.  No;  I  have  no  recollection  on 
the  subject  at  all.  A  lot  or  this  stuff  came  to  me,  and,  like  general 
information,  some  would  go  into  one  ear  and  out  the  other  and  some 
I  would  make  a  note  of. 

Q.  In  what  way  would  this  come  to  you? — A.  Gossip,  I  suppose. 

Q.  Who  with? — A.  Anybody  I  might  talk  with. 

Q.  Who  would  it  be? — A.  Really  I  could  not  say,  Mr.  Stevens. 

Q.  Can  not  you  recall  any  individual  you  talked  with  and  got  some 
information  from?— A.  I  can  not,  because  I  never  paid  sufficient 
attention  to  it.  My  business  was  not  here  to  look  up  the  matters 
of  our  competitors;  it  was  to  get  business,  and  if  they  were  doing 
anything  to  keep  us  from  getting  the  business  it  was  to  try  and  offset 
it  as  well  as  we  could. 

Q.  You  can  not  recall  any  person  vou  talked  with  who  gave  you 
the  information  about  this  man  that  I  gave  you? — A.  Oh,  no. 

Q.  Did  you  prepare  the  question  for  Mr.  Sands? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
may  have ;  I  do  not  know. 

6.  Do  you  not  know  anything  about  Mr.  Sands  in  connection 
with  the  old  companv? — A.  I  have  heard  that  Mr.  Sands  had  been 
employed  with  the  old  company  and  had  gotten  some  information, 
ana  looked  after  their  European  business  and  gotten  a  statement  on 
that  from  some  naval  officer  recommending  submarines. 

Q.  Have  you  information  in  your  office  by  which  such  questions 
were  prepared  for  Mr.  Sands? — A.  I  may  have. 

Q.   lou  do  not  remember,  then? — A.  Ko;  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  prepare  the  questions  for  Mr.  Creacy? — A.  Let  me 
see — I  think  I  did;  I  don't  know. 
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Q.  Then  where  did  you  get  your  information? — A.  I  got  that  from 
the  newspapers — I  think  afterwards — and  from  what  had  come  into 
the  committee  here.  I  think  I  consulted  some  newspaper  clippings; 
I  do  not  know  just  exactly  where  I  got  that. 

Q.  Did  you  furnish  Mr.  Lilley  with  newspaper  clippings  that  he 
used  in  his  testimony? — A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  those  newspaper  clippings  in  preparing  your 
questions  for  Mr.  Gordon? — A.  I  consulted  those  and  the  general 
report  about  that  Mr.  Gordon  had  been  employed.  I  did  not  know 
anything  about  it  until  after  I  saw  it  in  the  newspapers,  because  I 
had  never  seen  Mr.  Gordon  and  never  came  in  touch  with  him,  and 
never  knew  that  Mr.  Gordon  was  coupled  with  the  Electric  Boat 
Company. 

Q.  What  newspaper  did  you  see  this  in? — A.  I  think  it  was  some 
of  the  Washington  papers.  It  may  have  come  in  some  of  our  clip- 
pings; we  take  clippings  from  the  New  York  Clipping  Bureau. 

Q.  You  do  not  recall  which  Washington  paper £— A.  No;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  do  not  recall  which  one  of  the  papers? — A.  No;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  may  have  seen  it  in  your  printing. — A.  I  may  have. 

Q.  What  is  the  scope  of  the  clippings  that  you  received  ? — A.  We 
do  not  limit  them.  We  tell  them  to  send  anything  that  touches  on 
submarines. 

Q.  Is  it  your  business  to  read  them  over? — A.  I  generally  look 
them  over  each  day  as  they  come  in;  anything  of  importance  we  file 
them  all. 

Q.  You  think  it  is  from  some  of  those  clippings  that  you  first  got 
information  concerning  Mr.  Gordon?— A.  I  am  quite  sure  it  is.  I 
mav  have  gotten  it  in  conversation  with  Mr.  Lilley;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  do  not  recall  where  you  got  your  information  upon  which 
these  questions  were  based? — A.  No,  sir;  I  can  not  recall. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  you  got  your  information  outside  of  this 
newspaper? — A.  I  do  not  know  of  any  place  I  could  have  gotten  it 
unless  it  was  from  Mr.  Lilley  in  my  conversation  with  him. 

Q.  You  got  that  information  probably  from  Mr.  Lilley  in  prepar- 
ing your  questions  for  Mr^ Gordon? — A.  Probably;  yes.  The  details 
of  cfates  I  have  got  a  great  many  other  matters  I  am  paying  atten- 
tion to  and  a  good  many  of  these  things  I  did  in  a  perfunctory  sort 
of  a  way  to  help  out.     I  could  not  be  positive  of  all  my  details. 

Q.  At  Mr.  Lilley' s  request  did  you  do  this? — A.  Yes;  a  good  bit 
of  it.  He  said,  "  You  understand  this  thing,  many  phases  of  it ;  I  am 
awfully  busy;  I  wish  you  would  help  me  out."  I  tnought  it  was  my 
duty  to  do  so. 

Q.  You  kept  informed  as  best  you  could  during  this  investiga- 
tion)— A.  I  have  kept  informed;  yes. 

The  Chaibman.  Is  there  anyone  in  your  office  now;  is  it  open? — 
A.  I  do  not  know  as  there  is.  Mr.  Lake  was  going  away  at  3  o'clock, 
an  4.  Mr.  Adams,  and  so  they  were  all  going  away  to-day. 

"he  Chaibman.  Do  you  "object  to  giving  Mr.  Haynes,  clerk  to  the 
cc  nmittee,  the  key  to  your  office,  so  that  he  may  prepare  sample 
pi  ?ers  from  the  typewriters  in  your  office? 
l  No;  I  will  go  down  with  him. 
Tie  Chairman.  We  will  want  you  here. 

.  Why,  no;  here  is  the  key;  you  can  go  down  and  take  anything 
v<     want. 
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Q.  Since  this  investigation  has  started  and  you  have  been  prepar- 
ing these  questions  have  you  received  any  fresn  information  that  has 
assisted  you? — A.  Only  those  affidavits  that  I  recall  that  came  in 
here. 

Q.  You  have  not  received  any  new  information  in  connection  with 
your  files? — A.  No;  I  do  not  know  of  any. 

Q.  So  that  your  files  contain  the  information  just  exactly  as  you 
used  it  as  the  basis  for  those  questions? — A.  It  may;  I  gave  to  Mr. 
Lilley  a  lot  of  the  documents,  in  order  that  he  might  prepare  lines  of  * 
questions.  I  told  him  I  could  not  attend  to  all  this.  I  have  been 
studying  law  here  in  connection  with  my  work  and  I  gave  him  a  lot 
of  those  documents. 

Q.  Now,  when  did  you  give  him  those  documents  ? — A.  A  number 
of  days  ago,  and  from  time  to  time  I  gave  them  to  him. 

Q.  Did  you  give  that  information  to  him  before  he  introduced  his 
resolution  i— A.  Oh,  no. 

Q.  It  was  all  after? — A.  It  was  all  after  the  committee  had  been  in 
session. 

Q.  Was  it  after  this  committee  had  been  appointed,  do  you  know? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  all  of  this  done  after  the  committee  had  been  appointed? — 
A.  I  am  quite  sure.  I  will  not  be  certain  of  what  information  I 
have  given  him,  but  it  was  after  the  committee  had  been  appointed, 
I  am  quite  sure. 

Q.  You  gave  him  none  of  this  information  you  have  told  us  about 
before  the  committee  had  been  appointed  ? — A.  I  am  sure  of  that. 

Q.  You  recall  there  was  quite  a  time  intervened  between  the  time 
Mr.  Lilley  introduced  his  resolution  and  the  time  the  committee  was 
appointea? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  confer  with  him  during  that  time? — A.  I  did  on 
several  different  times  to  endeavor  to  ascertain  what  he  had  to  bade 
up  his  resolution  with,  and  he  would  not  give  me  any  information  or 
talk  much  with  me  on  the  subject.  I  think  it  was  a  little  after  the  time 
that  Mr.  Lilley  had  his  little  newspaper  controversy  that  I  told 
him  I  thought  he  ought  to  have  the  assistance  of  an  attorney  and 
suggested  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  first  time  that  you  and  he  had  a  rather  brief 
talk  about  this  matter? — A.  Yes,  sir;  that  was  the  first  time  that  he 
really  condescended  to  talk  much  to  me  on  the  subject. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  about  how  long  that  was  after  he  had  introduced 
his  resolution;  was  it  before  this  committee  was  appointed? — A.  It 
must  have  been,  because  I  do  not  think  it  was  appointed  until  after 
the  Lord  newspaper  episode. 

Q.  Did  you  take  part  in  that  hearing  before  the  press  committee? — 
A.  Oh,  no;  I  never  had  anything  to  do  with  that. 

Q.  Did  you  furnish  any  information  for  the  press  committee? — A. 
Not  a  thing. 

Q.  Did  you  follow  that  investigation  that  the  press  committee 
made? — A.  No;  only  generally  as  the  report  was.  I  know  nothing 
about  it. 

Q.  So  that  you  had  this  conversation  with  Mr.  Lilley,  and  he  opened 
up  after  the  press  committee  investigation? — A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was 
about  the  time  that  your  committee  went  into  session,  I  think. 
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Q.  And  up  to  that  time  you  had  given  him  no  assistance? — A.  No; 
I  had  not  been  any  assistance  to  him. 

Q.  And  up  to  that  time  you  had  not  learned  from  him  anything 
about  the  scope  of  his  information? — A.  No;  he  simply  would  say, 
"Well,  I  have  got  enough  to  support  me  in  my  controversy." 

Q.  Did  he  communicate  to  you  at  that  time  any  information  he 
had?— A.  No. 

Has  he  communicated  any  since? — A.  Only  what  has  come  out 
e  committee;  everything  lias  come  out  of  tne  committee  that  I 
have  any  knowledge  of. 

Q.  And  he  has  directed  yoil  simply  in  preparing  these  questions? — 
A.  Yes.  Oh,  he  suggested  lines  along  which  he  wanted  questions 
asked  in  order  to  draw  out  points  that  ne  had  in  mind. 

Q.  Has  he  suggested  facts  to  you  to  base  questions  upon? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  What  facts  did  he  suggest? — A.  Well,  I  could  not  say,  because 
I  have  not  burdened  my  mind  with  all  that  stuff;  I  woula  get  it  off 
and  forget  it. 

Q.  He  suggested  facts  to  you  concerning  Mr.  Frost? — A.  Many  of 
them;  I  know  he  did.  The  questions  were  mostly  all  prepared 
along  the  lines  that  he  indicated  to  me  that  he  wanted  questions 
prepared. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  facts?— A.  Some  data,  I  think;  some  of 
them  contained  in  pamphlets  and  articles;  we  had  general  information 
and  some  data  that  he  nad  given  me. 

Q.  What  way  would  he  give  that  to  you? — A.  He  would  just  sim- 
ply tell  it  to  me  and  I  would  go  and  use  it. 

Q.  Where  would  he  tell  it  to  you? — A.  I  have  seen  him  in  his  room 
at  the  Willard  Hotel  two  or  three  times  a  week.  I  saw  him  about 
this  thing.  He  was  very  willing  to  have  my  assistance  after  he  got 
into  this,  but  he  did  not  want  very  much  before  he  got  into  it. 

S.  He  would  make  appointments  with  you  to  meet  him  at  the 
ard? — A.  I  would  generally  go  down  to  see  what  was  going  on 
or  to  find  out  what  haa  developed,  or  the  secretary  would  come  and 
tell  me  that  Mr.  Lilley  would  like  to  see  me. 

Q.  He  would  come  to  your  office? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  came  up  to  the 
office  on  one  occasion,  that  was  some  time  ago.  He  never  came  in. 
He  stopped  and  asked  me  questions  about  some  matter.  I  think 
it  was  about  the  preparation  of  some  data  and  that  was  the  only 
time.  The  secretary  came  up,  and  I  allowed  his  secretary  to  use 
my  typewriter  to  prepare  some  questions  from  the  data  we  had  in 
the  office.  He  prepared  some  of  the  questions  in  the  office  there  on 
my  typewriter. 

Q.  That  is,  his  secretary? — A.  Yes;  with  the  data  I  gave  him. 

Q.  Did  that  occur  very  often? — A.  Once  or  twice. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  any  of  these  questions  were  prepared 
outside  of  your  office? — A.  I  could  not  say  as  to  that,  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  have  seen  most  of  them  here? — A.  No;  I  have  not  read 
thcTi  or  looked  after  it  much.  I  have  not  given  this  any  more  time 
thi  i  I  had  to,  because  I  wanted  to  put  my  time  on  my  books. 

( ;.  Would  you  not  recognize  if  any  of  these  questions  had  been 
pn  >ared  outside  of  your  office? — A.  I  do  not  know  as  I  could.  I 
wo  ild  endeavor  to. 
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Q.  Do  you  not  know  whether  or  not  any  of  these  questions  were 
prepared  outside  of  your  office? — A.  There  is  a  raft  of  questions  I 
never  prepared. 

Q.  Lots  of  them? — A.  Yes,  sir.  I  do  not  claim  I  prepared  ail  of 
those  by  a  great  deal. 

Q.  What  list  of  questions  were  there  that  were  prepared  outside 
of  your  office  that  you  did  not  assist  in  preparing?— A.  I  could  not 
sav  until  we- reviewed  them  and  see  what  is  there.  I  could  not  even 
teu  then  what  questions  I  prepared.     I  could  not  recall. 

Q.  Of -course  I  am  speaking  of  the  questions  Mr.  Lilley  submitted 
to  the  committee  to  be  propounded  to  the  witnesses. — A.  I  ought  to 
identify  those  questions  I  prepared  I  think.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  coula  differentiate  between  my  typewriting  and  somebody  else's. 
I  would  endeavor  to  do  so  if  I  could. 

Q.  Did  you  see  questions  which  Mr.  Lilley  prepared  which  had  not 
been  prepared  in  your  office? — A.  Not  to  my  recollection;  I  would 
not  say  for  certain. 

Q.  You  would  identify  your  own  typewriting? — A.  I  do  not  know 
as  I  could.  I  would  endeavor  to.  I  do  not  know  as  my  typewriter 
is  different  from  anybody  else's. 

Q.  Those  questions  that  were  propounded  to  Mr.  Rice — there  were 
about  a  dozen  or  fifteen  pages  of  them — do  you  remember  how 
many  pages  you  prepared  of  those? — A.  I  really  don't  know.  I 
think  I  prepared  several  pages;  I  don't  know — three  or  four,  five 
or  six,  or  seven;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  And  of  Mr.  Frost,  there  were  about  four  pages  of  those.     Do 

Eou  know  whether  you  prepared  all  of  them i— A.  No;  I  do  not 
now  whether  I  prepared  all  of  them  ? 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  indicate  to  you  that  he  had  other  questions 
being  prepared  somewhere  else? — A.  I  don't  think  we  discussed  that; 
I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  You  obtained  no  information  from  him,  then,  as  to  whether 
you  were  the  sole  one  who  was  helping  him? — A.  No;  I  did  not  talk 
over  that  at  all.     It  did  not  interest  me. 

Q.  And  he  did  not  give  you  other  sources  of  his  information  con- 
cerning the  preparation  of  questions? — A.  No;  not  that  I  recollect 
If  you  would  let  me  see  the  questions  I  could  more  than  likely  tell 
those. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  I  have  some  of  these  questions  here  that  will  perhaps  assist 
Mr.  Neff.  That  seems  to  be  (I  show  the  witness)  the  question  sub- 
mitted by  Mr.  Lilley  to  be  propounded  to  Mr.  W.  D.  Gordon? — 
A.  I  think  so;  I  would  not  say. 

Q.  Here  is  a  paper;  here  are  a  series  of  questions  submitted  by 
Mr.  Lilley  to  be  propounded  to  C.  E.  Creecy,  C.  S.  McNeir,  and  Hon. 
M.  C.  Butler. — A.  1  think  I  prepared  those;  I  am  pretty  positive  I 

frepared  ail  of  that  stuff.     I  thmk  it  is  on  the  same  kind  of  paper, 
tnink  I  jjpye  Mr.  Lilley's  secretary  a  great  deal  of  the  paper  and 
he  prepared  jt  on  the  typewriter.     I  did  not  prepare  that. 

Q.  Which  is  that  ? — A.  I  think  I  prepared  this  stuff;  I  am  not  sure. 

Q.  I  will  show  you  the  questions  which  were  submitted  to  the 

committee  by  Mr.  Lilley  to  De  propounded  to  the  witness,  W.  D. 

Gordon,  and  ask  you  whether  you  prepared  those  questions? — A.  I 

think  I  prepared  those  questions. 
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Q.  Also  in  one  of  the  papers  the  questions  which  you  submitted 
to  beput  to  Mr.  C.  E.  Creecy,  C.  S.  McNeir,  and  Hon.  M.  C.  Butler  — 
A.  Well,  now,  I  think  the  substance  of  that  was  given  to  me  and*! 
think  I  prepared  it. 

Q.  I  am  just  asking  now  about  the A.  Typewriting,  yes. 

Q.  Also  a  set  of  questions  submitted  to  the  committee  by  Mr. 
Lillev  to  be  put  to  Mr.  E.  W.  Creecy,  Mr.  F.  P.  B.  Sands,  and  Dr. 
W.  K.  Kerr. — A.  I  think  I  prepared  that. 

Q.  Also  a  series  of  questions  or  a  few  questions  submitted  by  Mr. 
liliey  to  the  country,  to  be  propounded  to  Frank  L.  Edinborough  ? — 
A.  It  looks  like  my  typewriting;  I  would  not  say  for  sure. 

Q.  Also  questions  submitted  by  Mr.  Liliey  to  be  propounded  to 
Hon.  Marion  C.  Butler? — A.  That  looks  like  my  typewriting. 

Mr.  Howard.  Let  us  go  into  the  substance  of  the  questions  and 
not  merely  the  typewriting. — A.  I  think  it  was  all  suggested  to  me. 

Q.  A  series  of  questions  submitted  by  Mr.  Liliey  to  be  propounded 
to  Mr.  Tread  well.  State  whether  or  not  you  prepared  those  ques- 
tions.— A.  Well,  I  know  I  prepared  those.  I  do  not  know  whether 
that  is  my  typewriting;  that  is  what  I  did  not  recognize;  it  did  not 
look  like  my  typewriting.  I  think  I  prepared  this  whole  bunch  of 
questions.  Those  are  the  identical  questions;  got  them  out  of  Com- 
mander Suter's  book. 

Q.  The  paper  submitted  by  Mr.  Liliey  entitled  "Questions  for 
naval  officers  that  may  testify  as  to  the  Lake  boats." — A.  Yes;  I 
think  I  prepared  those;  yes. 

Q.  Also  questions  submitted  by  Mr.  Liliey  to  be  propounded  to  Mr. 
Ferry? — A.  Yes — that  is  not  my  typewriting  though;  I  know  it  is 
not  my  typewriting. 

Q.  They  are  not  written  on  your  typewriter,  but  you  think  the 

questions A.  No;  I  would  not  say  as  to  that;  my  recollection  is 

poor  on  that. 

Q.  Also  questions  submitted  by  Mr.  Liliey  to  be  propounded  to  Mr. 
Frost? — A.  I  think  I  prepared  those;  yes. 

Q.  The  one  I  refer  to  now  contaihs  the  name  of  the  woman. — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  Those  questions  you  prepared? — A.  Yes.  Well,  they  were  sug- 
gested to  me. 

Q.  The  questions,  then,  were  put  in  form  by  jou? — A.  I  think  so, 
either  me  or  Mr.  Lilley's  secretary.  I  allowed  him  to  use  my  machine 
in  several  instances. 

Q.  Here  is  another  series  of  questions  submitted  by  Mr.  Liliey  to 
be  propounded  Mr.  Frost. — A.  Yes;  I  think  I  did  the  typewriting  on 
those. 

Q.  Then,  as  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Neff,  the  questions  that  I  have 
submitted  to  you  were  prepared;  I  do  not  mean  that  you  originated 

the  questions A.  I  could  not  say  positively.     I  would  say  that 

tb*y  look  like  questions  I  prepared;  that  is,  some  of  the  typewriting 
1  could  not  recognize,  but  you  can  say  that  as  a  general  thing  a  large 
po  lion  of  that  I  got  out. 

J.  Now  a  numoer  of  these,  most  all  of  them,  at  least  a  number  of 
tb  m,  conclude  in  this  way:  "Not  being  an  attorney  or  having  an 
opportunity  under  the  rules  of  the  committee  to  have  any  of  said  wit- 
n«  tses  examined  by  attorneys,  I  am  unable  to  state  more  specifically 
tb '  Kne  of  inquiry  I  desire  to  nave  pursued,  and  the  responsibility  of 
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such  examination  must  remain  as  decided  by  the  committee  upon  the 
members  thereof."  Whose  language  is  that? — A.  That  is  not  mine; 
that  is  Senator  Thurston's. 

Q.  Were  those  questions  dictated  by  you  to  a  stenographer?— -A. 
No;  I  had  no  stenographer.  I  do  my  own  typewriting  unless  it  is  a 
case  of  rush  that  I  am  not  able  to  attend  to  it. 

Q.  Then  this  typewriting  was  either  done  by  you  or  in  some  in- 
stances by  Mr.  Limey's  secretary? — A.  I  should  say  so;  yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  questions  when  you  had  written 
them  outV—A.  1  generally  took  them  to  Mr.  Lilley;  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  consulted  Senator  Thurston  on  them  or  not.  Sometimes 
I  told  him  what  I  was  going  to  do.  I  would  tell  him  what  I  was 
going  to  do  and  he  would  tell  me,  "Go  ahead;  there  is  no  impro- 
priety about  that."  And  I  trust  that  the  committee  does  not  see 
any  impropriety.     I  have  nothing  to  keep  from  you. 

Q.  We  are  not  finding  any  fault  at  all. — A.  And  I  do  not  want  you 
to  think  that  I  was  trying  to  impede  the  work  or  to  do  anything 
detrimental. 

Q.  We  are  not  finding  any  fault  at  all.  Then  let  me  ask:  These 
questions,  these  various  lists  that  conclude  with  the  paragraph  I 
have  quoted  to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Lilley  is  not  an  attorney,  etc.,  did 
those  questions  originate  with  you  or  were  they  given  to  you  by 
somebody  else? — A.  I  think  that  we  talked  them  over,  didn't  we, 
Senator,  and  the  Senator  either  suggested  them  to  me  or  dictated 
them;  I  am  not  sure.  I  think  Mr.  Lilley  said  he  wanted  something 
along  that  line  and  either  told  the  Senator  and  then  the  ideas  were 
conveyed  to  me  and  I  may  have  gotten  them  out.  Really,  I  wish  I 
had  more  details  as  to  just  what  did  happen,  because  it  is  just  simply 
a  question  that  I  did  not  burden  my  mind  with  those  things. 

Q.  You  and  the  Senator  between  you,  then,  got  out  the  questions? 

Senator  Thurston.  I  will  answer  that.  All  of  those  lists  of  ques- 
tions that  wind  up  in  the  manner  indicated  were  dictated  by  me  to 
Mr.  Neff .  As  to  any  of  the  other  lists  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
them. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  You  put  that  to  all  you  dictated — you  wound  up 
with  that  paragraph? 

Senator  Thurston.  I  employed  the  same  peroration  in  all  of  them. 

Mr.  Howard.  That  is  your  nail-mark? 

Senator  Thurston.  Yes. 

Q.  Aside  from  those  which  the  Senator  said  he  dictated  to  you,  who 
werepresent  when  you  prepared  or  dictated  those  other  questions?— 
A.  Well,  I  did  not  dictate  any  other  questions;  I  know  that  Mr. 
Lilley's  secretary  came  up  for  data.  He  said  he  could  not  get  docu- 
ments that  he  was  trying  to  prepare  some  figures  from  rfnd  he  wanted 
to  know  if  I  had  them.  I  turned  over  what  documents  and  reports 
I  had  to  him,  and  I  know  while  I  was  working  there  he  worked  on 
those,  and  he  prepared  a  great  deal  of  matter  from  the  documents  I 
had  submitted  to  nim. 

Q.  Mr.  Neff,  I  think  you  testified  that  the  affidavits  of  Mr.  J.  C. 
Lake,  and  I  don't  know  whether  you  mentioned  Sam.  Ferguson  or  not. 
Did  you  mention  his  affidavit? — A.  Why,  yes. 

Q.  They  were  sent  to  you  from  Bridgeport? — A.  Either  sent  to 
me  from  Bridgeport  or  handed  to  me  by  Mr.  Lake. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  about  when  you  received  that? — A.  I  could  not 
state  the  date;  surely  after  they  were  dated. 

Q.  Mr.  Sam.  Ferguson's  is  dated  March  12  and  Mr.  Lake's  March 
16. — A.  They  either  came  to  me  by  mail  or  they  were  handed  to  me 
by  Mr.  Simon  Lake.  He  was  down  here  on  the  18th  of  March.  He 
came  down  here  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  report  of  the  Lake's 
recent  trial. 

Q.  You  either  received  them  by  mail  or  by  hand  about  the  18th 
of  March?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  you  did  not  make  copies  of  them? — A.  No; 
I  did  not  make  copies  of  them: 

Q.  How  soon  did  you  hand  them  to  Mr.  Lilley  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 
Some  of  them  I  guess  I  handed  right  away,  and  others  I  kept  I  think 
for  some  little  time. 

O.  I  mean  these  two,  Ferguson  and  Lake. — A.  Really,  Mr.  Olm- 
sted, I  could  not  state  just  what  date  I  did  hand  them  to  him. 

Q.  Did  you  hand  them  soon  after  you  received  them? — A.  I  may 
or  may  not;  I  could  not  say;  I  know  I  handed  them  to  him. 

Q.  Mr.  Neff,  how  much  of  the  year  1907  did  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  stay 
in  Washington? — A.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  was  here  off  and  on.  He  was 
inclined  to  go  about  from  place  to  place — that  is,  backward  and  for- 
ward between  Bridgeport.  He  liked  to  travel,  and  he  was  at  a  sana- 
torium for  a  large  portion  of  the  time.  When  the  Attorney-General's 
report  was  mack  he  was  in  the  sanatorium. 

Q.  Where? — A.  Washington  Sanitorium.  at  Takoma  Park. 

Q.  But  he  was  here,  coming  and  going? — A.  Off  and  on;  he  had 
charge  of  the  matter,  and  I  was  under  Mr.  Lake  at  that  time.  When 
he  was  absent  I  had  supervision  of  matters. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  Mr.  McNeir's  testimony? — A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  read  it? — A.  No,  I  have  not.  Yes;  I  read  some  parts 
of  Mr.  McNeils  testimony  as  to  some  letters  he  submitted.  I  recol- 
lect now  I  did  read  some  of  his  testimony. 

Q.  You  saw  him  here;  you  knew  that  he  was  here  representing 

A.  Oh,  yes;  I  had  seen  Mr.  McNeir  on  the  street. 

Q.  It  is  not  important,  but  your  duties  in  relation  to  the  Lake  Boat 
Company A.  Are  very  similar  to  Mr.  McNeir's  duties. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  Mr.  Lilley — Representative  Lilley, 
of  Connecticut? — A.  I  met  him  about  the  1st  of  January,  1907,  first. 
I  met  him  some  time  early  in  January,  I  think. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him  afterwards? — A.  At  Bridgeport. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  meet  him  there? — A.  We  were  giving 
a  demonstration  of  the  Lake. 

Q.  Did  you  go  down  in  the  Lake  boat? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  go  down,  too? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  to  eat  and  drink  on  that  occasion? — A. 
There  was  plenty  to  eat,  but  nothing  to  drink,  I  am  sorry  to  say. 

Q.  Did  the  guests  pay  for  their  own  luncheon? — A.  No,  sir;  it 
was  prepared  on  board  and  served  on  board. 

Q.  Presumably  by  the  host  of  the  occasion? — A.  We  served  it; 
yes.  sir. 

Q.  You  would  not  be  so  unkind  as  to  take  people  out  at  sea  and 
not  give  them  luncheon?— A.  No;  we  wanted  them  to  be  as  com- 
fortable as  possible,  and  it  was  out  during  the  lunch  horn*,  and  so  we 
prepared  this  lunch. 
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Q.  Now,  by  whose  invitation,  if  you  know,  was  Mr.  Lilley  there? — 
A.  I  think  he  was  there  at  Mr.  J*.  C.  Lake's  invitiaton,  as  I  recol- 
lect it. 

Q.  Did  you  not  write  to  Mr.  Lilley  asking  him  to  come  there  at 
that  time?— A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  did  not  send  him  a  written  invitation? — A.  No;  I  do  not 
know  whether  he  was  seen  personally  or  how. 

Q.  If  he  did  get  one,  you  did  not  send  it? — A.  No. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  meet  him? — A.  I  think  I  met  him  once 
after  that  and  asked  him  how  he  liked  his  trip. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him  that  time? — A.  In  the  lobby  of  the 
Capitol,  in  the  hallway. 

Q.  About  when  was  that? — A.  It  was  the  time  after  this  submer- 
gence on  the  Lake. 

Q.  The  submergence — you  mentioned  when  it  was?  I  think  you 
did,  perhaps. — A.  It  was  early  in  January. 

Q.  1907?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Congress  was  in  session  at  that  time? — A.  I  think  it  was  just 
before  Congress  convened  after  the  holidays,  as  I  remember. 

Q.  The  next  time  you  met  him  in  Washington  in  the  lobby  of  the 
House? — A.  Yes;  simt>ly  asked  him  how  he  enjoyed  his  experience, 
and  he  kind  of  said,  "Oh,  I  guess  it  was  all  right. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  meet  him? — A.  I  think  the  next  time  1 
met  him  was  at  Waterbury. 

Q.  What  was  the  occasion  of  that  visit? — A.  That  was  incident 
to  the  contract  that  we  were  working  for.  Senator  Thurston  had 
submitted  a  brief  to  the  Attorney-General  in  our  behalf  and  the 
Attorney-General  had  rendered  his  decision  in  which  he  stated  that 
the  Secretary  could  in  his  discretion  award  contracts  to  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company,  and  there  was  a  rumor  afloat  that  this  was 
to  be  decided  before  the  Secretary  returned  and  we  were  very  desir- 
ous of  having  the  Secretary  adjust  that  matter  himself,  as  all  our 
negotiations  had  been  with  the  Secretary  and  he  understood  our 
position  a  great  deal  better  than  anyone  else  and  so  we  were  desirous 
of  having  the  Secretary  withhold  the  awarding  of  those  contracts 
until  his  return  and  he  personally  could  go  over  the  situation,  think- 
ing that  that  would  give  us  a  fairer  opportunity  to  present  our  side 
of  the  question,  and  I  simply  went  to  him  and  requested  that  he  send 
a  telegram.  I  do  not  suppose  our  conversation  was  more  than  five 
minutes,  because  he  had  some  social  engagement  that  evening. 

Q.  You  mean  with  the  Secretary,  or  Air.  Lilley? — A.  Mr.  Lilley — 
he  had  some  social  engagements  and  so  he  said,  "  Yes,  you  write  the 
telegram;"  and  I  wrote  the  telegram  and  asked  him  if  he  would 
sign  it,  and  he  signed  the  telegram  and  I  took  it  to  the  telegraph 
office,  and  then  I  asked  him  whether  he  would  write  a  letter  in  our 
behalf,  asking  that  we  would  be  given  a  fair  opportunity.  I  left  him 
then  and  I  do  not  suppose  the  conversation  was  more  than  five  min- 
utes at  the  hotel.  The  family  had  some  social  function  on,  and  the 
next  morning  I  went  to  his  office  just  before  train  time  and  got  the 
letter.     That  is  all  there  was  to  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  the  telegram  said? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
put  it  as  strong  as  I  could;  told  him  in  the  interest  of  his  constituents 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  asked  him  to  withhold  his  decision 
until  he  returned. 
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Q.  You  took  it  to  the  office,  and  you  do  not  know  whether  that 
was  sent? — A.  Yes. 

0.  The  letter  you  received  from  him;  how  was  that  addressed? — 
A.  I  think  it  was  addressed  to  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 
He  sent  a  copy  to  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  as  I  recollect. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  the  next  morning  you  went  to  his  office  and 
got  the  letter? — A.  I  got  a  copy  of  the  letter  that  he  addressed  to  the 
Secretary.     I  wanted  some  evidence. 

Q.  Not  the  original  but  a  copy? — A.  A  copy;  yes. 

Q.  Then  the  letter  went  by  mail? — A.  I  understand  so;  yes. 

Q.  The  letter  was  in  accord  with  your  request  of  Mr.  Lilley? — 
A  No.  He  pointed  out,  I  think,  in  that  letter,  the  advantage  of 
competition  and  that  we  ought  to  be  given  a  fair  trial  to  have  our 
share  of  the  business. 

Q.  Now,  who  prepared  the  form  of  the  letter? — A.  I  do  not  loiow 
who  prepared  the  letter.  He  prepared  that  letter  himself.  I  had 
not  anytning  to  do  with  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  submit  a  form  of  letter  to  him? — A.  No. 

Q.  The  letter  was  asking  the  Secretary  to  withhold  action  until 
his  return,  or  something  to  that  effect? — A.  That  letter  ought  to  be 
on  file  in  the  Secretaries  office. 

Q.  I  just  wanted  to  identify  it.  It  was  something  to  that  effect? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  meet  him — that  was  at  Waterbury? — A. 
I  went  to  his  hotel.  I  tried  to  get  him  over  the  telephone  from 
Bridgeport  and  I  .had  a  great  deal  of  difficulty,  and  at  last  I  reached 
him  down  there  and  sent  up  my  card  and  presented  to  him  in  as  con- 
cise a  way  as  I  could  what  I  wanted.  He  told  me  he  was  very  busy. 
I  told  him  it  would  take  but  a  moment,  and  he  told  me  to  write  the 
telegram.  I  put  it  as  strong  as  I  could  consistently  with  our  position, 
askmgthe  Secretary  to  withhold  his  decision  until  he  returned. 

Q.  Did  you  have  an  introduction  to  him?  He  knew  you;  you  had 
met  him  before? — A.  He  knew  me;  he  had  met  me  at  those  trials. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  correspondence  with  Mr.  Lilley  at  that  time? — 
A  1  do  not  recollect  any  now,  if  I  had  any.  I  had  no  occasion  to 
correspond  with  him. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  meet  him  after  that  meeting  at  Waterbury  ? — 
A.  I  think  the  next  meeting.  I  never  met  him  until  I  heard  he  was  in 
town.  Somebody  told  me  he  was  in  town  last  summer,  before  the 
contract  was  let,  and  I  went  down  to  the  hotel  and  tried  to  see  him,  and 
he  was  away,  and  then  I  went  again  to  see  him. 

Q.  You  sent  up  your  card  to  him  ? — A.  I  think  I  sent  ut>  my  card  to 
him;  I  do  not  recollect.  Either  I  saw  him  in  the  lobby  and  ap- 
proached him.  I  said.  "I  understand  that  you  have  been  to  the  Navy 
Department."  I  said,  "Were  you  able  to  learn  anything  that  would 
be  of  value  to  me  in  the  matter  of  our  negotiations  with  the  Depart- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  securing  this  contract?"  He  told  me  that 
there  was  not  anything.  He  said  he  had  not  learned  anything — did 
not  give  me  any  information,  and  he  led  me  to  believe  that  it  was 
going  to  be  a  pretty  hard  work  for  us  to  get  recognition  at  the 
hands  of  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  Did  he  give  you  any  advice  as  to  the  best  way  to  proceed  ? — A. 
No;  he  has  never  given  me  any  advice  as  to  how  to  proceed  that  I 
know  of. 
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Q.  That  was  in  the  summer  of  1907? — A.  Yes;  in  the  early  sum- 
mer. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  him? — A.  I  did  not  see  him  again^Ido 
not  think,  until  February,  I  think  it  was.  I  think  it  was  the  tune  I 
mentioned  walking  up  to  the  Capitol  with  him.  I  do  not  recollect 
seeing  him  again  after  that. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  to  refresh  your  memory,  Mr.  Neff ,  and  say  whether 
you  did  not  ask  Mr.  Lilley  to  come  down  and  assist  in  getting  the 
contract. — A.  I  think  that  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  may  have  done  that;  I  do 
not  think  I  did. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  do  it  through  you? — A.  I  do  not  recollect, 
Mr.  Olmsted;  he  may  have  done  that;  we  were  putting  forth  every 
effort  we  could  to  get  recognition,  and  he  may  have  done  that;  I  think 
in  aU  probability  he  did. 

Q.  x  ou  knew  from  Mr.  Lake  or  from  Mr.  Lilley  himself  that  he  was 
coming  before  he  got  here. — A.  No;  not  at  that  time.  I  remember 
telephoning  to  Mr.  Lilley,  but  he  said  he  could  not  come. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  In  the  fall  some  time,  before  this  contract 
was  let  to  the  Octomis  people,  I  think. 

Q.  He  did  comelater? — A.  Not  in  connection  with  that.  He  was 
down  here,  I  understood,  with  some  governor  from  Connecticut.  A 
crowd  from  the  Connecticut  went  to  the  exposition.  That  is  how  I  saw 
that  he  was  here.     I  hunted  him  up;  I  wanted  his  assistance. 

Q.  Did  they  all  stop  here  on  their  way  South? — A.  At  the  Raleigh 
Hotel 

Q.  Did  they  call  on  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  ?j— A.  I  understood 
that  Mr.  Lilley  went  up  there  on  some  other  matters.  He  gave  me 
very  little  information. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  the  others  in  the  delegation  called? — A. 
I  am  sure  they  did  not.  It  was  not  a  Connecticut  delegation;  it  was 
just  some  citizens  there  who  were  on  the  governor's  staff,  I  think. 

Q.  If  I  understood  you  correctly,  you  said  you  handed  it  to  Mr. 
Mudd — an  amendment  or  something  to  the  naval  bill,  covering  the 
proposition. — A.  Mr.  Mudd  did  not  take  it;  I  showed  him  what  it  was. 

Q.  Did  you  also  submit  it  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  No. 

Q.  I  asked  you  because  I  understood  you  to  say  you  did  not.  I 
want  to  call  your  attention  to  his  testimony. — A.  I  am  referring  to 
the  1907  act;  you  are  referring  to  the  1908  act.  I  did  testify  here  to 
the  1908  act.  I  offered  him  the  Sperry  bill  and  asked  him  to  make  a 
motion  in  committee,  and  he  refused  to  do  so. 

Q.  I  was  confused,  then,  between  the  acts? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  say  to  you  at  that  time  how  he  would  vote  on  it  if  some- 
body else  offered  it? — A.  He  said  he  would  be  for  a  moderate  amount 
of  submarines  and  I  did  not  need  to  request  him  to  vote  for  open  com- 
petition. 

Q.  When  you  submitted  to  him  that  particular  proposition,  did  he 
not  say  he  would  vote  for  it  if  somebody  else  offered  it? — A.  No;  I  do 
not  thank  he  did.  My  mind  was  intent  on  getting  him  to  make  the 
motion.  I  said, "  If  you  will  not  do  that,  will  you  be  for  open  compe- 
tition V  He  said  I  did  not  have  to  ask  him  that;  he  will  De  for  any- 
thing like  that.  I  understood  that  he  would  support  the  motion  if  it 
was  introduced. 

Q.  Now,  then,  when  did  you  next  meet  Mr.  Lilley  after  you  asked 
him  to  offer  that  amendment  or  motion  in'the  Naval  Committee? — A. 
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I  think  I  hunted  and  looked  him  up  after  the  Naval  Committee  had 
adjourned  and  asked  him  about  the  action  of  the  committee.  He 
told  me  that  the  thing  had  failed  and  said  that  they  had  a  pretty  hot 
struggle  in  there  and  said  that  it  was  an  executive  session,  and  I  did 
not  discuss  it  any  more  with  him. 

Q.  Did  he  at  that  meeting  discuss  the  investigation? — A.  No;  he 
did  not.     He  never  did  discuss  anything  like  that  with  me. 

Q.  Or  in  your  presence?— A.  No;  he  did  not. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  meet  him? — A.  Oh,  I  don't  know  when  I 
next  met  him.  I  did  not  meet  very  many  people  after  that.  The 
thing  was  pretty  dull.  Senator  Thurston  and  I  got  together  and 
we  prepared  to  fight  that  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  and  we  had  the 
whole  thing  prepared,  and  we  were  to  fight  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
for.  open  competition  on  the  broad  lines  that  it  was  for  the  best 
interests  of  tne  United  States  Government  to  foster  competition, 
and  we  were  a  competing  company  to  bid  for  the  business,  and  we 
felt  confident  that  Congress  would  give  us  that  opportunity,  and 
my  time  after  that  was  principally  spent  with  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  In  what  way  were)  you  going  to  make  a  fight  on  the  floor,  of  the 
House? — A.  We  were  simply  going  to  base  it  on  the  restrictive  fea- 
tures of  past  legislation  and  ask  that  those  would  be  removed. 

Q.  I  mow,  but  vou  would  not  have  had  access  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  vourself . — A.  We  were  going  to  ask  whatever  Representative 
would  be  interested  in  such  a  fight.  We  had  not  decided  upon  any 
particular  Representative  as  yet  whom  we  would  have,  but  I  had  in 
mind  two  or  three  Members  of  Congress. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  finally  determine  upon  to  make  the  fight? — A. 
Mr.  Hill,  I  think,  is  the  man  that  I  had  in  mind.  I  think  he  was  a 
Representative  from  the  Bridgeport  district. 

Q.  A  very  good  man. — A.  And  I  thought  we  would  ask  him.  Our 
remarks  were  not  personal  or  directed  against  our  competitors;  they 
were  simply  on  the  broad  principle  of  competition,  and  we  intended 
to  make  a  fight  along  those  lines. 

Q.  And  you  would  have  furnished  the  information  for  the  argu- 
ment?— A.  The  Senator  and  I  discussed  it  together. 

Q.  What  part  was  Mr.  Lilley  to  take? — A.  We  had  not  given  him 
any  part.  He  had  not  been  very  favorable  to  us  and  we  wanted  some- 
body to  fight. 

(J.  You  did  not  consider  him  much  of  a  fighter? — A.  We  did  not 
think  he  had  fought  very  hard  for  us  up  to  that  time  and  it  was  tried 
material  we  wanted. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  see  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Oh,  I  do  not  know 
exactly  just  when  I  did  see  him.  I  tried  three  or  four  times  to  see 
him,  and  I  had  been  unable  to  see  him.  I  tried  to  find  out  when  the 
bill  was  coming  up — whether  or  not  it  was  coming  up  right  after  the 
committee  voted  on  it,  and  I  failed  to  see  him.  I  believe  the  next 
time  I  saw  him,  as  I  said  in  my  testimony,  was  in  the  Willard  Hotel. 
After  he  had  introduced  the  resolution,  I  had  gone  to  him  to  find  out 
what  he  had  to  base  that  on. 

Q.  He  offered  it  on  the  20th  of  February? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

H\  You  saw  him  on  the  same  evening? — A.  I  saw  him  that  same 
evening. 

Q/was  that  his  suggestion  or  yours? — A.  What? 
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Q.  To  meet  him. — A.  I  went  to  the  Willard  Hotel.  I  knew  he  was 
there  and  wanted  to  find  out  as  much  as  I  could  about  the  matter. 
We  were  concerned,  as  it  was  a  matter  that  touched  on  our  business, 
and  he  just  walked  across  the  lobby  of  the  hotel.  He  was  in  the 
writing  room  talking  to  some  newspaper  man — I  do  not  know  his 
name;  I  was  not  acquainted  with  mm.  I  waited  outside  until  he 
got  through.  He  seemed  to  be  in  a  hurry  to  see  somebody  else.  I 
asked  him  about  it  and  he  said:  "You  will  see  all  of  this  in  the  paper 
in  the  morning."  He  said,  "I  have  given  out  a  statement  to  the 
press,"  and  that  was  all  there  was  to  that. 

Q.  You  did  not  have  much  trouble  in  seeing  him  after  that. — A. 
Mr.  Lilley  was  very  close  to  me  and  did  not  give  me  much  considera- 
tion until  after  he  gave  out  certain  information  to  the  newspapers. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley  went  to  the  Committee  on  Rules. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  have  forgotten  the  exact  date;  it  is  here  somewhere.  He*has 
testified,  I  think,  that  you  and  the  Senator  were  in  consultation  with 
him  and  helped  him  to  nrepare  that  statement.  That  is  correct,  isn't 
it? — A.  I  know  we  he  >ed  him  to  prepare  a  lot,  I  don't  know  what 
we  did  on  that.     The  Senator  coula  testify  as  to  that. 

Q.  You  were  present  at  the  interview. — A.  I  was  present  a  part 
of  the  time  at  the  first  interview  they  had  at  the  Willard  Hotel;  I 
know  that. 

3.  Was  that  statement  of  his  typewritten  in  your  office? — A.  I 
d  not  say,  really. 

Q.  Did  you  not  get  the  statement  out  for  him? — A.  Well,  now.  as 
to  that,  I  may  have  and  I  may  not.  I  did  prepare  a  great  deal  of 
matter  for  him  and  I  may  have  gotten  that  out. 

Q.  The  typewriting  all  looks  alike  to  us;  and  having  mentioned 
that  you  were  there,  led  me  to  ask  the  question. — A.  Well,  I  don't 
know  as  I  was.  I  don't  recollect.  I  had  no  idea  that  I  was  going 
to  be  drawn  into  the  thing  or  I  would  have  made  notes  so  that  1 
could  testify  more  specifically. 

Q.  Then,  when  Mr.  Lilley  appeared  before  this  committee,  he  sub- 
mitted a  typewritten  statement.  That  was  typewritten  in  your 
office,  was  it  not? — A.  I  think  that  was  the  statement  that  Mr. 
Brown  and  Mr.  Judson  prepared.  Those  statements,  I  think,  were 
prepared  by  Mr.  Lilley' s  secretary  in  our  office.     I  think  I  helped  him. 

Q.  Here  appears  to  be  the  first  page  of  the  statement  that  ne  made 
before  us.  The  statement  made  by  Mr.  Lilley  before  presenting 
himself  as  a  witness — this  paper  that  I  have  shown  you,  Air.  Neff — 
whom  did  you  say  prepared  that? — A.  I  think  I  assisted  Mr.  Webster 
in  the  preparation  of  that.  I  think  that  was  the  memorandum  pre- 
pared by  Mr.  Judson  and  Mr.  Brown.  They  were  in  a  huny  to  get 
that  out  that  night  and  they  wanted  to  know  if  they  could  not  use 
my  typewriter.  It  was  right  near  by  and  it  was  quite  a  way  up  to  the 
Capitol.     I  think  we  both  worked  on  that,  as  I  recollect. 

Q.  I  will  show  you  this  statement  submitted  by  Mr.  Lilley,  begin- 
ning; thus:  "Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  examination  before  the  Committee 
onKules  I  made  the  following  statement."  Then  follows  the  state- 
ment, this  paper  covering  some  16  pages.  I  show  this  to  you  and  ask 
you  if  you  know  who  prepared  that  1 — A.  I  am  sure  that  I  did  not 
prepare  that. 

Q.  Beginning  on  page  27  of  the  proceedings  which  are  printed  in  this 
case. — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  I  did  prepare  this,  too,  when  I  come  to 
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see  it.    I  think  this  is  some  of  my  work.     I  recognize  these  figures. 
Here  are  my  figures. 

Q.  Who  dictated  that  to  you,  Mr.  Neff  ? — A.  I  do  not  know.  All 
the  dictation  I  received  from  anybody  was  from  Senator  Thurston. 
I  judge  that  the  Senator  could  more  than  likely  identify  that. 

Q.  All  I  have  to  say,  if  he  can  not,  it  is  somebody  that  imitates 
Ms  style  pretty  well. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  have  not  looked  at  it,  but  I  have  no  doubt 
that  I  dictated  it.  My  recollection  is  that  I  dictated  the  paper  he 
presented  to  the  Committee  on  Rules.  One  of  a  somewhat  similar 
character,  where  he  asks  for  an  attorney,  was  framed  at  a  conference 
between  his  two  attorneys,  Judson  and  Brown,  and  myself,  at  which 
conference  I  went  on  and  dictated  several  different  parts,  saying 
"I  suggest  as  follows,"  and  those  suggestions,  as  dictated  by  me,  were 
prettyfull  and  were  left  with  those  two  attorneys,  and  just  how  much 
they  changed  or  added  to  that  I  don't  know.  The  substance,  though, 
I  am  sure  is  my  dictation. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  account  for  certain  passages  between 
the  one  which  Mr.  Lilley  read  before  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  one 
that  Mr.  Lilley  read  here. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  did  not  see  the  copy  of  my  dictation  that  I 
.dictated  in  that  conference  with  the  other  two  attorneys,  but  they 
were  to  look  them  over  and  make  any  changes  or  suggestions  that 
they  saw  fit,  and  I  think  that  they  did  change  that  in  some  respects, 
but  I  do  not  believe  that  they  did  very  much.  I  think  that  is  prac- 
tically my  dictation. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Then,  substantially,  it  is  not  necessary  to  take  Mr. 
Neff  through  it.  Substantially  the  statements  that  were  submitted 
by  Mr.  Lilley  in  typewriting  to  us  before  he  took  the  oath  as  a  witness, 
and  his  preliminary  statements  that  he  made  when  he  took  the  oath 
and  the  statement  which  he  read,  commencing  with  his  testimony,  they 
were  dictated  by  yourself. 

Senator  Thurston.  Substantially.  The  first  one,  I  think,  was 
entirely  by  myself,  and  I  think  that  the  other  one  was  modified,  I 
think,  by  his  attorney. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  The  one  he  read  before  the  Committee  on  Rules  was 
entirely  by  vourself  ? 

Senator  Thurston.  I  think  so.  . 

Mr.  Olmsted.  The  one  asking  that  he  be  permitted  to  have  an 
attorney  to  examine  and  cross-examine  witnesses — — 

Senator  Thurston.  That  was  one,  I  think,  that  was  in  the  nature  of 
a  suggestion  that  I  made  at  that  conference  with  the  attorneys. 
Whether  they  added  anything  to  it  or  changed  it  I  do  not  know,  but  I 
do  not  think  they  did  substantially. 

Q.  Mr.  Neff,  it  seems  that  Mr.  Lilley,  on  the  16th  of  March  when 
he  appeared  here,  had  a  large  package  of  these  papers  and  questions 
to  be  propounded  to  the  various  witnesses,  and  so  forth.  Then  you 
must  have  had  numerous  interviews  and  consultations  with  him. — A. 
I  said  two  or  three  times  a  week.  I  saw  him  quite  frequently;  I  saw 
him  as  often  as  I  could. 

S.  Practically  daily  conferences? — A.  Oh,  yes;  I  was  desirous  to 
any  assistance  I  could  to  clear  up  submarine  legislation.     The 
introduction  of  that  resolution  made  it  difficult  for  me  to  work  be- 
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cause  of  the  discredit  it  placed  upon  submarines,  and,  as  I  said,  Sen- 
ator Thurston  and  I  felt  that  we  could  win  out  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  by  well-prepared  argument  in  our  behalf,  and  then  after  the 
thing  came  up  I  thought  that  it  was  our  duty,  inasmuch  as  we  were  con- 
fronted by  the  conditions,  to  do  all  we  could  to  assist,  and  that  is  the 
way  I  saw  my  duty  and  that  is  the  way  I  executed  it. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Neff,  you  remember,  I  think,  that  perhaps  you  did 
testify,  when  the  Connecticut  delegation  was  here  to  call  upon  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  with  reference  to  the  contract. — A.  It  must 
have  been  in  the  middle  of  January.  I  know  it  was  a  week  or  ten 
days  before  we  got  the  contract,  or  more  than  that. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilleynanded  in  here  with  his  preliminary  statement,  on  the 
first  day  he  testified,  certain  newspaper  clippings  with  reference  to  a 
Member  of  Congress. — A.  I  know  nothing  about  that  whatever, 
except  what  I  saw  in  the  record.  I  gave  him  no  newspaper  records 
and  furnished  him  with  nothing  along  that  line. 

Q.  What  was  it  Mr.  Lilley  told  you  about  Mr.  Loud  and  his  affairs 
in  uie  district? — A.  I  recall  about  that.  I  asked  him  about  that,  and 
he  did  not  say  anything  about  Mr.  Loud;  that  Mr.  Gordon  was  an 
attorney  employed  in  that  district,  and  that  they  brought  pressure  to 
bear  upon  him  to  vote  for  the  submarines.  I  did  not  know  anything 
about  nim  up  until  that  time. 

Q.  And  that  he  had  been  warned  against  two  newspaper  men  who 
were  mentioned  as  representing  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  Do 
you  know  who  warnea  him? — A.  No;  I  was  not  out  sounding  any 
alarms. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Johnson? — A.  Arthur  C  Johnson? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes;  I  know  him  very  well. 

Q.  What  is  his  occupation? — A.  Mr.  Johnson  was  with  the  com- 
pany before  I  came,  and  he  was  a  newspaper  man,  and  when  he  came 
with  our  company  he  cut  off  all  newspaper  work  outside  of  that  and 
did  no  work  in  connection  with  other  newspapers,  and  he  was  to  act 
for  our  interests  as  far  as  newspapers  were  concerned  if  it  became 
necessary  and  to  prepare  advertising  matter  and  generally  to  see  that 
the  interests  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  were  not  misrepre- 
sented. I  do  not  know  of  any  special  article  that  Mr.  Johnson  put  in 
print  with  the  exception  of  on^,and  that  was  an  article  relative  to  the 
shipment  of  the  Protector  to  Russia.  I  think  {hat  appeared  in  the 
Army  and  Navy  Register.  Mr.  Johnson  is  a  most  nonorable  and 
capable  newspaper  man  and  his  connection  with  us  was  proper  and 
legitimate,  and  I  do  not  think  that  his  name  should  be  Drought  in 
connection  with  this  investigation  in  any  way  that  would  cast  any 
discredit  upon  him,  because  he  has  done  nothing  that  was  improper 
in  any  way. 

Q.  You  understand  that  we  did  not  bring  it  in. — A.  His  name  had 
been  brought  in  on  two  or  three  occasions  and  I  know  Mr.  Johnson 
so  well  that  I  do  not  want  any  reflection  made  upon  him. 

Q.  It  was  brought  in  by  Mr.  Adams. — A.  I  do  not  know  what  Mr. 
Johnson's  and  Mr.  Adams's  relations  were. 

Q.  I  understood  from  Mr.  Adams  that  Mr.  Johnson  is  not  in  the 
employ  of  the  company. — A.  No,  he  grew  tired  of  the  submarine 
business,  longed  for  the  newspaper  field,  and  he  felt  more  fitted  for 
that,  and  sole  resigned  from  our  business  to  go  into  the  newspaper 
field  again.  \  l-  te*        L  ~ 
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Q.  What  Members  of  Congress  did  Mr.  Lilley  say  he  had  talked 
with  about  this  matter? — A.  I  do  not  know  of  any  except  Mr.  Ban- 
non,  I  think,  was  his  consultant. 

Q.  Did  he  mention  no  other  Member  of  Congress? — A.  Not  that  I 
recollect. 

Q-  Do  you  know  Mr.  A.  S.  Jenkins? — A.  No. 

Q.  S.  A.  Jenkins? — A.  What  is  his  business? 

Q.  I  do  not  know. — A.  I  never  heard  of  him. 

Q.  I  have  a  letter  from  him;  he  seems  to  be  interested  in  this 
matter. — A.  I  do  not  know. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Howard,  would  you  like  to  ask  any  questions? 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Has  Mr.  Lilley  paid  or  offered  to  pay  you  for  your  services  ren- 
dered to  him — that  is,  in  the  way  you  have  described? — A.  Oh. 
my,  no.  I  simply  thought  that  I  was  doing  my  duty,  and  I  am  paid 
for  mv  services  by  the  company,  and  he  never  suggested — or  nothing 
like  that  came  up.     It  was  perfectly  voluntary  on  my  part. 

Q.  Then,  what  you  have  done  you  have  done  in  the  line  of  what 
you  conceived  to  be  your  duty  in  the  employment  of  your  company  ? — 
A  Solely;  and  if  I  had  thought  I  was  going  to  get  up  against  this  I 
would  never  have  touched  it. 

Q.  Then,  what  you  have  done  meets  with  the  approval  of  your 
company? — A.  I  never  consulted  with  my  company.  I  know  I  got 
called  down  for  a  couple  of  things  I  had  done  by  Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  them  what  you  had  done  ? — A.  I  have  told  him — 
Mr.  Simon  Lake — since  he  came  down  here,  and  he  objected  to  two 
or  three  things  I  did,  and  I  told  him  I  did  not  see  it  in  that  light, 
and  I  went  ahead  as  best  I  knew  how. 

Q.  Has  he  discharged  you  from  his  service  on  account  of  any 
interests? — A.  I  do  not  tlunk  so;  no.  Because  we  differ  in  opinion 
is  no  reason  why  a  man  should  be  discharged  from  his  service. 

Q.  You  have  acted,  then,  throughout  on  what  you  conceived  to  be 
your  duty? — A.  My  own  duty,  without  any  incentive  from  anybody 


Q.  I  mean  your  duty  to  this  corporation. — A^  I  thought  it  was  my 
duty  to  the  company,  to  the  committee,  and  everybody,  that  what- 
ever we  knew  we  would  furnish  and  give  any  assistance. 

Q.  And  wherever  your  own  judgment  hesitated  you  consulted  the 
company's  counsel,  Senator  Thurston? — A.  I  did,  sir;  yes,  certainly. 

Q.  Now,  then,  is  it  or  not  true  that  substantially  all  of  Mr.  Lilley's 
former  statements  to  this  committee  have  been  prepared  either  by 
you  or  after  consultation  with  you  and  Senator  Thurston? — A. 
Well,  I  should  say  a  great  portion  of  it;  yes. 

Q.  Now,  is  not  it  true  substantially  that  the  question  submitted  by 
Mr.  Lilley  to  this  committee  to  be  propounded  to  the  various  wit- 
nesses had  been  prepared  either  by  you  and  Senator  Thurston,  or 
after  consultation  between  you  and.  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Practically,  so; 
yes. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  would  like  to  make  one  statement  right  there. 
Aside  from  those  forms  of  questions  that  wind  up  in  the  same  way, 
there  were  none  of  the  other  questions  that  were  prepared  after  con- 
sultation with  me  or  by  me.     As  to  those,  I  did  prepare  them. 

The  Chairman.  We  can  recognize  all  of  those  by  the  ending. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  think  so. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  SENATOR  JOHN  M.  THURSTON— Recalled. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Senator,  you  were  at  the  banquet,  Mr.  Neff  says,  at  the  Ne* 
Willard? — A.  I  was  at  a  luncheon  on  a  Sunday  afternoon,  I  think  i 
was,  before  the  holidays. 

Q.  And  a  good  luncheon,  I  hope? — A.  I  thought  it  was  very  fail 

Q.  Was  Representative  Lilley  there? — A.  I  think  I  can  tell  you  a] 
who  were  present. 

Q.  We  have  no  objection. — A.  Mr.  J.  T.  Lake;  Mr.  Foster,  the  attor 
ney  of  the  company  at  Bridgeport;  I  believe  the  entire  Connecticu 
delegation  of  both  Houses;  and  there  was  somebody  from  the  com 
pany's  office — Captain  somebody,  I  think. 

Mr.  Neff.  Captain  Wallace  was  down  here  at  that  time. 

The  Witness.  Captain  Wallace;  he  was  one  of  their  men,  anyway 
from  Bridgeport — and  I  think  that  constituted  the  entire  company. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Mr.  Charles  F.  Berger,  of  Ansonia,  was  not  there,  was  he  fc  D< 
you  know  him? — A.  I  don't  know  him.  There  may  have  been  one  oi 
two  other  gentlemen  there;  if  so,  I  was  introduced  to  them  at  the  time 
but  I  have  no  recollection;  I  only  recollect  those  that  I  knew.  I  don'i 
think  there  were  any  others  than  those  I  have  named. 

Q.  Was  that  prior  to  your  call  at  the  Navy  Department,  call  of  th< 
delegations  to  the  Navy  Department? — A.  I  was  at  that  luncheon, 
and  at  that  time  was  asked  to  make  a  statement  of  our  position  in  oui 
efforts  to  secure  a  contract  for  one  boat  out  of  the  remainder  of  the 
appropriation  that  had  not  been  provided  for  under  the  seven  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company's  contract,  and  I  stated  the  situation  to  those 

fentlemen.  I  reviewed  the  legislation  very  briefly,  stated  what  the 
Tavy  Department  had  thought  it  to  mean;  that  we  had  secured  a 
hearing  before  the  Attorney-General,  and  he  had  decided  it  as  we 
contended  the  real  meaning  was  that  our  bids  for  the  same  character 
and  size  and  speed  and  power  per  boat  were  considerably  lower  than 
those  of  the  Electric  Boat  Couipany ;  that  we  had  offered  to  meet  every 
possible  guaranty  that  could  be  required  of  us  bv  bond  or  otherwise,  to 
make  good  on  any  contract  we  might  receive ;  that  I  had  insisted  in  an 
argument  before  the  Secretary  on  receiving  at  least  one-half  of  the 
appropriation;  that  the  decision  had  been  made  to  give  out  seven 
boats,  and  that  I  had  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  offering  us  a  contract 
to  build  a  boat,  providing  that  we  accept  it  upon  the  condition  that 
nothing  should  be  paid  to  the  company  until  trie  boat  was  completed 
and  tested,  and  that  the  Government  would  only  accept  it  provided  it 
performed  the  test  and  satisfied  our  guaranty.  I  said  to  tnem  that  I 
thought  that  was  under  the  present  circumstances  unfair  to  our  com- 
pany, and  that  I  had  been  urging  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  an 
argument  which  was  taken  down  by  his  stenographer — and  I  think 
you  have  it  here — that  we  should  be  given  this  one  contract  on  the 
same  terms  as  to  payment  as  was  provided  in  the  other  contract  with 
the  other  companies,  and  that  that  matter  was  still  under  consider- 
ation by  the  Secretary,  although  I  thought  he  was  about  to  decide  the 
point  against  us,  and  I  suggested  that  the  Connecticut  delegation,  if 
they  thought  this  was  a  fair  proposition  on  our  part,  to  wait  upon  the 
Secretary  and  present  the  matter  to  him,  and  see  if  he  would  not  be 
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ble  to  give  us  this  one  boat  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions,  identi- 
cal with  the  terms  of  the  other  company's  contract.  I  think  they  all 
tereed  from  my  statement  that  our  position  seemed  fair  and  reason- 
able and  that  they  had  no  objection  to  waiting  upon  the  Secretary  of 
tie  Navy  and  make  that  presentation  to  him.  My  recollection  is  some 
Bf  them  were  about  to  go  home  for  the  holidays,  and  so  they  did  not 
wit  upon  the  Secretary  until  after  they  returned.     I  met  them  by 

Eintment  at  the  Secretary's  office.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  whole 
:ation  was  there,  both  Senators  were,  and  a  number  of  the  delega- 
From  the  House,  perhaps  all  of  them,  but  I  think  there  was  one  or 
Nro  that  were  not.  I  did  not  go  with  them  to  the  Secretary's  office, 
^o  that  I  did  not  know  what  transpired  before  him.  They  came 
mt  froin  that  interview  and  thought  that  it  would  be  best  for  us  to 
ptccept  the  contract  on  the  terms  laid  down  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Kavy.  They  did  not  think  there  was  any  chance  for  us  to  change 
those  conditions. 

Q.  That  was  some  time  in  January? — A.  It  was  after  the  holidays. 
^Q.  Do  you  know  whether  the  Connecticut  delegation  called  on  the 
President  in  connection  with  this? — A.  No;  I  do  not  think  they  did. 
gome  of  them  as  individuals  may  have  gone  to  the  President,  but  I 
lon't  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  it? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  they  advise  or  inform  you  that  they  had  gone  or  would 
jo?— A.  No;  1  do  not  think  so. 

Q.  At  neither  one  of  the  meetings  the  substance  was  suggested? — 
k  1  do  not  think  so.     I  think  my  recollection  is  clear  on  that  point. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  Mr.  Lilley  was  in  the  delegation  that 
prent  to  the  Navy  Department? — A.  I  think  so,  and  yet  that  was 
one  of  the  things  that  made  me  hesitate  when  I  said  I  was  not  sure 
fcbout  the  whole  delegation  being  there. 


Q.  Was  he  at  the  luncheon? — A.  Yes,  sir. 


And  manifested  the  same  interest  that  the  others  did? — A.  I  do 
not  think  he  said  anything,  but  I  think  they  all  felt  from  my  state- 
ment that  we  were  asking  for  a  very  fair  and  reasonable  thing  in 
Regard  to  this  one  contract.  The  contract  had  then  been  offered  to 
to,  and  the  only  remaining  question  was  whether  we  would  receive 
partial  payment  as  the  other  company  did  or  whether  we  would 
nave  to  wait  until  our  boat  was  tested. 

Q.  Now,  did  that  offer  originate  with  the  Secretary  originally? — 
A.  Yes;  in  the  letter  addressed  to  me.  I  presume  you  have  that 
letter. 

Q.  That  was  the  first  that  you  knew  that  the  Secretary  had  in 
consideration  the  giving  of  a  contract? — A.  The  Secretary  announced, 
or  I  will  not  say  ne  announced,  but  I  took  it  to  be  official.  It  was 
announced  in  the  newspapers  that  he  had  awarded  seven  boats  to  the 
Electric  Company  and  had  reserved  in  that  appropriation  to  give 
one  or  two  contracts  to  the  Lake  Company,  provided  they  would 
meet  his  conditions,  whatever  they  were,  and  I  saw  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  and  afterwards  he  may  have  addressed  me  some  written 
communications,  because  almost  everything  I  did  with  the  Depart- 
ment was  in  writing,  but  anyway  I  asked  him  for  the  contract,  and  I 
had  some  little  discussion  with  him  over  that  question,  the  terms  on 
which  he  would  give  it  to  us,  resulted  in  his  addressing  that  letter  to 
me  offering  the  one  contract  on  certain  terms.     Then  we  hesitated 
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and  delayed  a  long,  long  time.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  and  as  I  was  informed, 
our  directors  were  opposed  to  accepting  the  contract  on  those  terms. 

Q.  Did  or  not  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  have  information,  or  was  he  not  of 
the  opinion  that  the  contract  would  be  awarded  to  him  on  the  same 
terms  as  the  others?— A.  I  do  not  know.  We  never  had  any  official 
assurance  of  that  or  anything  of  which  I  felt  confident  that  we  would 
get  a  contract  on  the  same  terms. 

Q.  Now,  did  not  Mr.  Lake  refer  in  some  communication  shortly 
after  the  trials  were  completed  in  June,  concerning  the  awarding 
of  some  contract  to  your  company  by  the  Department? — A.  Refer 
in  what  way,  to  me? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  know  he  wanted  to  get  a  contract. 

Q.  Did  he  not  inform  you,  or  did  you  not  refer  in  some  of  your 
communications  to  the  Department  concerning  some  information 
that  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  handed  you  following  the  trials  that  the  Depart- 
ment would  favorably  consider  a  contract  with  your  company!— 
A.  I  am  trying  to  think  about  that.  If  you  could  show  me  my 
communication  I  could  probably  tell. 

The  Chairman.  That  was  the  matter,  if  you  will  allow  a  sugges- 
tion, that  you  testified  about  up  here  in  the  early  part  of  this  hearing 
to-day.  I  presume  that  Mr.  Stevens  had  in  mind,  in  your  letter  to 
the  Department;  when  you  say,  "I  am  advised  by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake." 
And  Mr.  Stevens  was  asking  you  about  the  verbal  inquiry  what  Mr. 
J.  C.  Lake  said. 

A.  I  do  not  think  he  said  anything  to  me.  No;  that  was  a  matter 
with  reference  to  the  Attorney-General. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

A.  It  was  not  with  regard  to  contract. 

The  Chairman.  That  was  in  reference  to  the  Attorney-General? 

A.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  What  did  Mr.  Lake  say  at  that  time? 

A.  I  think  he  simply  said  to  me  he  had  seen  the  Secretary  and  the 
Secretary  had  agreea  to  refer  that  question  to  the  Attorney-General. 

The  Chairman.  Did  he  say  what  had  led  him  to  come  to  that 
determination,  his  own  law  officer  having  told  him  that  the  eight 
boats  would  all  go  to  the  other  company? 

A.  No;  I  do  not  think  he  did,  but  I  took  it  for  granted  that  I  had 
made  a  very  good  argument  to  the  Secretary  which  would  have 
induced  him  to  believe  that  that  was  a  matter  of  sufficient  impor- 
tance to  have  so  referred.     I  thought  I  had  made  a  successful  plea. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  I  just  want  to  ask  you  one  question,  Senator,  that  occurs  to 
me.  At  the  luncheon  was  there  any  discussion  of  the  legislation  that 
was  had  this  year? — A.  Not  a  word. 

Q.  Who  was  the  host  on  that  occasion? — A.  Mr.  J.   C  Lake. 

Q.  Just  one  other  question,  Senator.  These  papers  which  Mr. 
lilley  submitted  to  us,  containing  statements — containing  questions 
to  be  put  to  witnesses — always  begin  formally  "Mr.  Chairman"  and 
conclude  "  Respectfully "  ana  signs  his  name.  Was  that  your  sug- 
gestion or  his?— A.  That  he  signed  his  name? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No;  I  do  not  know  anything  about  that.  I  did  not 
know  that  they  had  been  signed. 

The  Chairman.  All  of  these  questions  ending  with  the  reference 
that  you  have  referred  to  as  identifying  your  dictation  are  in  the 
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'  farm  of  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  suggesting  the 
questions  he  would  like  to  have  answered  and  signed,  "  Respectfully . 
George  L.  Lilley." 

A-  I  supposed  he  handed  them  in;  I  did  not  know  whether  he 
|  flgned  them  or  not. 

Mr.  Neff.  I  thought  that  would  be  the  proper  way.  Most  of 
them  would  be  his  suggestions,  and  I  always  give  credit  to  the  man 
who  gave  the  suggestions  for  tne  data;  therefore  I  said:  "It  is  your 
l  matter  and  you  had  better  sign  it." 

The  Chairman.  That  is,  after  the  questions 'were  prepared  Mr. 
lilley  assumed  the  responsibility? 

Mr.  Neff.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  But  the  matter  on  which  the  questions  were 
!  framed  you  testified  was  in  your  possession. 

Mr.  Neff.  Yes,  sir;  out  of  Commander  -Seuter's  book  and  the 
bearings  and  stuff  like  that. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  think  you  will  find  that  none  of  the  questions 
|  that  I  dictated  there  go  into  details  at  all  except  in  a  very  general 
i  way.  All  those  detail  questions  that  I  saw  are  a  part.  I  had  nothing 
to  do  with  those. 

The  Chairman.  The  most  interesting  set  of  questions  are  the 
technical  questions  which  Mr.  Neff  acknowledges  the  paternity  of, 
;  so  I  do  not  think  anybody  has  lost  anything. 

A.  I  am  not  a  submarine  expert. 

Mr.  Neff.  I  am  not  either;  that  is  just  the  data  I  had. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  is  all. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MB.  A.  M.  HAYVES. 

Mr.  A.  M.  Haynes,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows: 

By  the  Chairman: 

Q.  You  are  the  official  clerk  and  stenographer  of  this  committee? — 
I  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Kd  you  rust  write  out  two  pages  upon  the  two  typewriters 
i  in  Mr.  Nen's  office  in  the  Colorado  Building,  room  606.  Have  you 
\  those  with  you? — A.  I  have. 

O.  One  of  those  is  headed  "This  is  written  on  the  Smith  Premier," 
and  the  other  one  is  headed  "This  is  written  on  a  typewriter  of  the 
L.  C.  Smith  make." — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Those  headings  indicate  the  typewriters  on  which  the  writing 
was  actually  made?— A.  Made  by  tne  machines  mentioned. 

Q.  I  wish  you  would  sign  those  with  the  dates  and  identify  them. 
I  wish  you  would  preserve  those  on  the  files  of  the  committee  for  future 
reference  if  it  is  necessary. 

The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  11.30  o'clock  to-morrow 
morning. 

MtTtJeff.  Do  you  wish  me  any  further? 

.  The  Chairman.  We  can  get  you  any  time  we  want  you? 

Mr.  Neff.  Oh,  yes ;  I  will  be  glad  to  come  here,  but  1  am  discharged 
for  the  Dresent? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

The  committee  thereupon  adjourned  until  to-morrow,  Thursday, 
moning,  April  16,  1908,  at  11.30  o'clock. 
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House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  16,  1908. 

The  committee  met  at  11.30  o'clock  a.  m. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Brous- 
sard. 

The  Chairman.  Is" Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  present? 

Senator  Thurston.  Mr.  Lake  is  present. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  requested  Mr.  Lilley  to  be  present 
at  the  hearing  at  1 1.30.  He  sent  word  and  also  told  me  personally 
that  as  he  wished  to  participate  in  the  debate  in  the  House  this 
morning  it  would  be  inconvenient  for  him  to  come  at  11.30,  but  he 
would  be  here  as  soon  as  his  matter  was  disposed  of  in  the  House. 
So  that  if  Mr.  Lake  is  present  we  will  take  his  testimony. 

TESTIMONY  OF  J.  C.  LAKE. 

J.  C.  Lake,  being  first  duly  affirmed,  on  being  examined  testified 
as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Lake,  will  you  be  sworn? 

Mr.  Lake.  I  prefer  to  affirm. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you  examine  Mr.  Lake  in  the 
opening. 

Q.  where  is  your  home,  Mr.  Lake? — A.  My  legal  home  is  in 
Rutherford,  N.  J.  That  is  where  I  go  to  vote,  I  have  not  been  there 
for  about  three  years,  although  my  household  goods  are  there,  but  I 
generally  am  at  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  where  my  mail  addresses  me. 

Q.  Bridgeport  is  your  place  of  business? — A.  Yes,  sir;  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Wh&t  official  position,  if  any,  do  you  sustain  to  that  company?— 
A.  I  am  vice-president. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  vice-president,  Mr.  Lake? — A.  Some- 
thing like  two  and  a  half  years,  I  think. 

Q.  As  vice-president  what  are  your  duties? — A.  Well,  generally 
speaking,  to  take  the  place  of  the  president  when  the  president  is 
absent  and  when  he  has  been  over  on  the  other  side  I  have  generally 
had  charge  of  the  affairs  of  the  company. 

Q.  The  president  is  Mr.  Simon  Lake;  he  is  your  son? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  He  has  been  on  the  other  side  of  the  water  a  good  deal  of  the 
time  since  vou  have  been  vice-president? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  ne  was  there  during  most  of  the  year  1907? — A.  He  was 
over  there:  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  state  whether  you  have  at  any  time  made  an  affidavit 
with  reference  to  one  Charles  Ferry? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  make  it? — A.  I  think  that  was  made  about  the 
16th  day  of  March,  this  last  month. 

Q.  This  year  ?-^-A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  it  made  % — A.  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Where  was  it  signed? — A.  At  the  same  place,  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Who  were  present  when  it  was  made  or  signed?— A.  Mr.  Simon 
Lake,  I  think.  C.  T.  Wallace,  and  Mr.  Foster,  before  whom  the  affi- 
davit was  made. 

Q.  What  time  of  the  day  was  it  signed? — A.  Well,  somewhere 
about  the  middle  of  the  day,  possibly  11  or  12  o'clock,  I  think  after- 
wards we  went  right  from  tnere  out  to  lunch,  it  was  somewhere 
about  the  middle  of  the  day. 
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0.  Who  prepared  the  affidavit? — A.  Mr.  Foster. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  it  was  prepared? — A,  Yes,  I  was 
present  when  it  was  prepared. 

Q.  Did  he  write  it  out  himself? — A.  Well,  he  took  it  down  as  I  told 
him,  or  at  least  he  took  it  down  and  it  was  prepared  afterwards,  and  I 
think  it  was  written  out  possibly  by  a  typewriter.  I  don't  know 
whether  he  is  shorthanded  or  not. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  after  it  was  typewritten? — A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  been  in  Bridgeport? — A.  I  went  to  Bridge- 

£>rt  sometime  Sunday,  which  would  have  been  the  15th,  and  this  was 
onday,  I  think. 

0.  Did  you  go  to  Bridgeport  especially  to  make  this  affidavit? — 
A  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  go  from? — A.  Well,  how  far  back? 

Q.  Immediately. — A.  I  went  from  New  York  to  Bridgeport  on 
Sunday. 

Q.  What  other  business  had  you  in  Bridgeport  except  to  make  the 
affidavit? — A.  I  didn't  go  there  to  make  the  affidavit,  I  merely  went 
to  Bridgeport  to  see  my  son  before  he  went  away,  I  was  going  away  on 
a  trip  ana  incidentally  that  was  brought  up  and  it  was  suggested  by 
somebody  that  as  I  was  going  away  it  might  be  well  to  make  that 
affidavit  before  I  went. 


Q.  Who  suggested  that  ? — A.  I  don't  know. 


When  did  it  first  occur  to  you  to  make  an  affidavit? — A.  At 
thai  time  when  it  was  suggested  there,  I  had  not  thought  anything 
about  it. 

Q.  When  did  you  tell  Mr.  Foster  about  the  matter  you  say  you  told 
him  about  in  the  affidavit  ? — A.  At  the  time. 

Q.  Who  suggested  to  you,  then,  to  do  that? — A.  Well,  I  don't  know 
that  there  was  particularly  any  suggestion,  I  think  what  brought  the 
matter  up  was  that  Mr.  Adams  made  an  affidavit  and  then  I  happened 
to  tell  about  what  Mr.  Ferry  had  said  to  me,  and  I  could  not  tell  who 
suggested  that  I  should  make  the  affidavit  as  I  was  going  away. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  who  suggested  it  ? — A.  No;  I  do  not. 

O.  Was  it  anybody  in  Bridgeport  that  suggested  it? — A.  Oh,  yes. 
Well,  I  may  have  suggested  it  myself;  I  don't  know. 

S  Who  suggested  it  to  you? — A.  The  fact  that  there  were  other 
avits  being  put  in  I  would  suppose  suggested  it  to  me. 

Q.  Did  you  nave  any  letters  outside  orBridgeport  suggesting  it? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  a  gentleman  has 
testified  that  he  suggested  it  to  you,  and  he  did  not  live  in  Bridge- 
port.— A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  anybody  suggesting  it  to  me 
except  about  that  time. 

0.  What  was  your  purpose  in  making  the  affidavit;  what  was  it 
made  for?— A.  Well,  what  called  my  attention  to  it,  I  suppose,  I  saw 
in  the  paper  where  Mr.  Lillev  had  said  that  he  had  approached  him, 
and  then  I  mentioned  this  fact  that  I  had  a  conversation  with  Mr. 
Jerry  on  the  same  line. 

Q.  He  approached  you  also? — A.  No;  he  did  not  approach  me. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  see  him?— A.  I  went  to  see  him. 

Q.  When  was  it  that  you  went  to  see  him? — A.  It  is  about  the 
time  quoted  in  my  affidavit  there;  it  was  possibly  some  two  years 
ago  when  I  saw  him 
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Q.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  made  the  state- 
ments two  years  ago  ? — A.  No;  when  I  saw  Mr.  Ferry  about  it,  I  say. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  having  read  in  the  paper  that  Mr.  Lilley 
was  approached  byMr.Ferry  you  went  then  toseeMr.  Ferry  about  it?— 
A.  No;  I  said  I  went  to  see  Mr.  Ferry  some  two  years  aco  about  it. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  Mr.  Ferry  say  to  you? — A.  Well,  ne  said  that 
he  had  spoken  to  parties  about  it. 

Q.  About  what? — A.  About  having  Mr.  Hill 

Q.  Mr.  Ferrv  had  spoken  to  parties  about  having  Mr.  Hill — what 
about  Mr.  Hilf? — A.  Mr.  Hill  cease  his  efforts  in  behalf  of  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company  in  Washington. 

Q.  What  else  did  he  say  ?— A.  And  I  heard  that  that  was  the  case, 
and  in  fact  the  party  that  told  me  about  it  suggested  that  I  go  and 
see  Mr.  Ferry;  I  had  never  seen  him. 

Q.  Who  was  the  party  that  told  you  about  it? — A.  Mr.  Enis. 

Q.  Who  is  Mr.  Enis?— A.  He  is  the  president,  I  think,  of  the  board 
of  trade  of  the  city  of  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Is  he  interested  in  your  company? — A.  No,  sir;  not  to  my 
knowledge. 

Q.  Why  was  he  taking  an  interest  in  the  matter? — A.  I  suppose 
on  account  of  the  interest  of  stockholders  in  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 


Q.  Is  he  a  stockholder  in  it? — A.  No;  I  think  not;  probably  some 
of  his  friends  are. 
f^Q.  Who,  for  instance? — A.  I  could  not  name  them. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  any  of  them  are  or  not? — A.  No;  I 
do  not. 

Q.  That  is  just  surmising.  Has  Mr.  Enis  ever  been  in  the  employ 
of  vour  company? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  this  man's  name — Ferry  or  Ferris? — A.  I  don't 
know;  I  never  knew  him  personally;  I  think  it  is  Charles  Ferrys — 
Charles  Ferry. 

Q.  Your  affidavit  says  Ferry. — A.  Then  that  probably  is  correct. 
I  never  knew  him  before  and  never  saw  him  since. 

Q.  Where  does  he  live? — A.  He  lives  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  What  else  did  he  say  to  you?— A.  He  saia-he  had  been  re- 
quested, or  approached  by  what  he  termed  him,  Admiral  Bowles, 
as  he  was  a  representative  of  the  brass  company  and  did  considera- 
ble business  with  him,  and  he  had  spoken  to  Mr.  Enis  about  it,  and 
wanted  to  do  all  that  he  possibly  could  to  help  the  Electric  Boat 
Company,  became  if  they  got  orders,  why,  their  company  would  get 
business  rrom  Admiral  Bowles. 

Q.  Well,  what  did  Mr.  Ferrys  say  to  you  then,  further? — A.  Well, 
he  said  that  Admiral  Bowles  was  a  personal  friend  of  his  and  he 
requested  that  he  went  to  see  Mr.  Enis  about  it  to  see  whether  he 
could  be  of  any  help  to  him  in  the  way  of  getting  appropriations  for 
the  Electric  Boat  Company,  which  would  really  go  to  the  benefit  of 
his  company. 

Q.  Whether  Mr.  Enis  could  t— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  had  Mr.  Enis  to  do  with  getting  appropriations? — A. 
Not  in  the  way  of  getting  appropriations,  but  in  tne  way  of  sptoak- 
ing.  I  suppose — well,  to  Mr.  Bull,  ne  would  speak  to  Mr.  mil  about  it. 

Q.  They  never  did  get  Mr.  Hill  to  do  anything  for  the  Electric 
Boat  Company,  did  they? — A.  That  I  don't  know  anything  about; 
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but  the  fact  is  that  Enis  was  approached  to  speak  to  Mr.  Hill  about 
it — at  least  that  is  what  Enis  told  me — and  then  I  went  to  speak 
to  Mr.  Ferrys  about  it. 

Q.  Who  else  did  you  speak  to  about  it? — A.  Not  to  anybody. 

Q.  Have  you  told  us  all  that  Mr.  Ferrys  told  you? — A.  I  don't 
know  that  I  have  just  told  you  all  that  he  told  me,  but  that  is  what 
he  said  as  far  as  he  was  concerned.  It  was  a  matter  of  business 
with  him,  and  he  had  spoken  to  Mr.  Enis  about  it,  and  anything  he 
could  do  to  get  the  contracts  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  they 
would  get  the  benefit  of  it. 

Q.  Admiral  Bowles  is  an  officer  of  what  company? — A.  Of  the  Fore 
River  Shipbuilding  Company. 

Q.  Then  Mr.  Ferrys  gave  you  to  understand  that  Mr.  Bowles  had 
suggested  to  Mr.  Ferrys  that  he  should  do  what  he  could  to  prevent 
a  certain  Member  of  Oongress  from  helping  your  company  or  opposing 
the  other  company? — A.  Opposing  the  other  company  or  helping  our 
company,  J  presume. 

Q.  Because  if  it  should  result  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  got 
the  contract  Admiral  Bowles  expected  that  his  Fore  River  Shipbuild- 
ing Company  would  get  some  or  the  work,  and  then  he  hoped  to  give 
some  of  it  to  Mr.  Ferrys' s  company,  is  that  it? — A.  That  is  it. 

Q.  Now,  for  what  purpose  did  you  make  the  affidavit?— A.  For  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  information  in  regard  to  the  matter,  as  I  say.  it 
was  suggested  from  the  fact  that  developed  that  Mr.  Ferrys  had  also 
been  toMr.  Lilley,  and  so  I  simply  recalled  that  Mr.  Ferrys  nad  spoken 
tome. 

Q.  You  say,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  information;  giving  informa- 
tion to  whom? — A.  That  affidavit  was  made  for  the  purpose,  I  pre- 
sume, of  being  submitted  to  your  committee. 

Q.  You  presume?  Did  you  not  know  for  what  purpose  you  made 
it?—-A.  Well,  the  understanding  I  had,  I  did  not  mow  that  it  would 
be  used  when  I  went  away;  I  did  not  know  whether  it  would  be  or 
not;  I  simply  left  it. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  affidavit? — A.  I  think  that  it  was 
probably  given  to  my  son. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  he  did  with  it? — A.  No;  I  do  not. 

Q  Why  did  you  not  come  before  the  committee  and  offer  to  tell 
what  you  knew?— A.  Well,  I  did  not  know  anything  about  coming 
before  the  committee. 

Q.  You  knew  there  was  a  committee  ? — A.  I  knew  there  was  a  com- 
mittee appointed,  but  I  did  not  know  that  we  were  to  come  before  it 
at  all,  ana  it  had  not  developed  at  that  time  who  was  to  come  before 
the  committee. 

S.  You  did  not  have  any  idea  that  anybody  would  be  refused  who 
they  had  anything  to  testify  that  would  help  the  committee  to 
leach  the  facts  in  the  case? — A.  Oh,  no;  I  did  not  know  anything 
about  that. 

Q.  Did  not  make  any  effort  to  find  out? — A.  I  left  that,  as  I  said, 
in  case  it  would  be  called  for  or  they  decided  to  submit  it.  It  was 
left  so  that  it  could  be  submitted  in  my  absence. 

Q.  This  was  a  trip  you  had  been  contemplating  for  some  time,  was 
HI—A.  Well,  no;  it  was  not  contemplated. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  the  trip  in  contemplation? — A.  Well,  it  was 
recommended.    My  wife,  of  course,  has  been  quite  an  invalid  for 
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nearly  a  year,  and  first  when  we  left  here  we  went  to  Hot  Springs, 
Va.  We  were  there  nearly  a  month  and  from  there  the  doctor 
advised  taking  a  sea  voyage,  and  so  we  left  there  about  the  middle — 
well,  we  left  there  on  the  12th  of  March  and  I  went  to  New  York 
on  the  14th  of  March  and  engaged  passage  on  the  steamer. 

Q.  On  what  steamer  did  you  engage  passage  1— A.  On  the  steamer 
Mormose,  Southern  Pacific  fine. 

Q.  Engaged  that  on  the  14th? — A.  On  the  14th,  to  sail  on  the 
18th.     I  engaged  my  passage  on  .the  14th. 

Q.  Did  you  say  sail  on  the  18th? — A.  To  sail  on  the  18th,  yes,  sir; 
and  then  1  went  without  any  special  purpose  specially  over  to  "Bridge- 

Eort  to  see  my  son  before  I  went  away.  I  aid  not  know  but  what 
e  might  sail  before  I  came  back,  i  went  over  there  generally, 
without  any  special  purpose,  and  then  this  matter  was  brought  up, 
and  to  my  knowledge  I  nad  not  mentioned  it  to  anybody  else  up  to 
that  time,  although  I  may  have  said  it  before  reading  about  Lifley, 
I  may  have  said  it  to  somebody  in  my  presence,  but  1  have  no  recol- 
lection of  saying  it  to  anybody.  I  may  have  done  it  to  some  of 
our  people. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  you  had  not  secured  your  passage  before 
March  14? — A.  I  may,  and  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  I  did  not 
secure  it  until  March  14.  I  did  not  get  there  until  late  in  the  after- 
noon on  Saturday  and  the  office  was  closed.  I  went  to  the  steamer 
and  they  referred  me  up  to  the  office,  and* I  'phoned  up  to  see  whether 
there  was  anybody  in,  and  there  wasn't  anybody  in  except  the 
keeper,  and  they  told  me  I  should  engage  ahead  if  I  wanted  to  go 
on  the  steamer,  but  he  said  he  would  register  me  at  the  office,  where 
the  clerk,  when  he  came  in  Monday  morning,  would  get  my  appli- 
cation, but  I  did  not  secure  and  pay  for  my  passage  until  I  came 
down  and  made  good  for  my  reservation.  They  got  my  memorandum 
that  I  wanted  a  certain  reservation  and  I  secured  it  and  paid  for  it 
on  Tuesday. 

Q.  What  day  of  the  month  would  that  be;  that  would  be  the  17th 
if  Monday  was  the  16th? — A.  Yes;  that  would  be  the  17th. 

Q.  And  you  sailed  on  the  18th? — A.  I  sailed  on  the  18th. 

Q.  Did  you  leave  any  word  at  Bridgeport  as  to  where  you  would 
be  found  with  mail  and  telegrams? — A.  I  left  general  instructions 
first  that  my  address  would  oe  the  general  dehyery  post-office  at 
New  Orleans,  as  I  did  not  know  where  I  would  stop. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  any  mail  there? — A.  Yes;  I  received  one  or 
two  letters  that  had  been  forwarded  to  me,  but  I  did  not  know  how 
long  I  would  stay,  and  they  did  not  know  now  long  I  would  stay. 

Q.  Who  were  they  from,  the  letters  you  received?— A.  Wen,  no 
one  outside  of  the  family,  and  I  do  not  know.  There  was  no  com- 
munication relative  to  business  particularly. 

Q.  No  communication  from  Simon  Lake? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Clement  B.  Adams? — A.  No. 

Q.  Who  were  they  from?— -A.  With  the  exception  I  think  I  had 
one  letter  or  one  paper  from  Bridgeport,  one  of  the  Bridgeport  papers, 
that  gave  a  small  account — I  don't  know  just  what  the  account 
referred  to — and  that  is  all  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  date  of  that  paper? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  did  it  say  about  this  investigation?— A.  Well,  I  could 
not  say  that. 
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Q.  Was  it  a  paper  dated  March  24? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  What  paper  was  it? — A.  It  was  one  of  the  Bridgeport  papers — 
I  don't  know  even  which  paper  it  was,  but  simply  a  notice  about  the 
LQley  investigation,  that  the  committee  was  meeting,  and  I  think  it 
was  really  in  regard  to  Lilley's — if  I  remember  rightly — applying  for 
an  attorney,  or  something  of  that  kind;  but  there  was  nothing  defi- 
nite, to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  in  regard  to  that  matter. 

Q.  Something  about  Lilley's  applying  for  an  attorney? — A.  Yes; 
Lilley's  applying  for  an  attorney  before  the  committee  before  the 
thing  was  really  started. 

Q.  That  application  of  Mr.  Lilley  was  made  about  two  weeks  before 
you  sailed,  so  that  there  must  be  a  little  mistake  about  that. — A. 
Well,  I  don't  know  about  that;  but  there  was  nothing  specially  inter- 
esting to  me,  or  had  nothing  whatever  in  regard  to  my  name  in  any 
way,  shape,  or  fashion;  I  did  not  know  that  my  affidavit  had  been 
put  in. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley's  application  for  an  attorney  was  made  on  the  9th  of 
March;  it  appeared  in  the  papers  not  later  than  the  10th  of  March. 
Do  you  mean  to  say  that  they  forwarded  to  you  a  paper  of  March 
10^— A.  Well,  then  I  don't  know. 

Was  there  any  marked  article  in  the  paper? — A.  No. 
Did  you  receive  any  telegrams  while  you  were  there? — A.  No. 
No  telegrams  at  all? — A.  No. 

Where  did  you  stop  in  New  Orleans? — A.  The  first  night  I 
stopped  at  the  hotel  and  after  that  I  stopped  at  a  private  boarding 
house. 

Q.  Where? — A.  On  practically  the  corner  of  Jackson  and  St. 
Charles  streets. 

Q-  Kept  by  whom? — A.  I  don't  know;  I  may  have  her  card,  I 
don't  know;  it  was  kept  by  a  lady;  I  did  not  know  who  she  was 
before  [producing  card].  Mrs.  M.  E.  Delhommer,  1539  Jackson  ave- 
nue, New  Orleans. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  about  her  place? — A.  I  got  her  advertise- 
ment out  of  the  paper  and  went  out  to  see  her. 

Q.  Did  you  leave  any  word  at  the  hotel  where  you  were  going? — 
A  No. 

Q.  What  hotel  did  you  stop  at? — A.  Stopped  the  first  night  at  the 
Dennishore. 

Q.  You  stayed  there  only  one  night? — A.  That  is  all. 

Q.  Have  any  baggage  there,  trunks  or  anything? — A.  Had  a  grip 
there;  didn't  take  the  trunk  there. 

Q.  Took  the  trunk  out  to  1539  Jackson  avenue?  The  Dennishore 
is  a  pretty  good  hotel? — A.  Yes;  Dennishore  is  all  right. 

Q.  I  stopped  there  and  liked  it  very  much.  How  aid  you  come  to 
leave  there  on  the  24th? — A.  WelL  for  personal  reasons. 

Q.  What  were  they? — A.  Mrs.  Lake  has  been  a  cripple  for  nearly 
a  year,  as  I  said  a  while  ago;  she  has  lost  practically  the  use  of  her 
right  arm,  and  she  does  not  like  stopping  at  hotels  because  she  had 
trouble  dressing,  and  one  thing  and  another,  and  she  preferred  to  go 
privately  where  she  could  dress  rather  loosely  and  have  more  comfort. 

Q.  Wnere  did  you  stop  at  Hot  Springs?— A.  We  stopped  at  the 
Hotel  Homestead. 

Q.  Where  did  you  stop  in  New  York?— A.  New  York,  we  stopped 
at  the  Hotel  Belmont  a  night. 
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Q.  Then  you  stopped  at  hotels  every  place  else  except  New  Or- 
leans?—A.  ies;  we  wanted  to  stB,v  there  a  little  while  and  did  not 
want  to  bother;  that  is  why  we  left  there. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  expect  to  stay  in  New  Orleans? — A.  We  did 
not  know. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  secure  accommodations  with  this  lady,  what- 
ever her  name  was?— A.  Well,  by  the  week. 

Q.  For  how  many  weeks  did  you  stay? — A.  We  did  not  stay  quite 
two  weeks.  When  I  took  my  passage  I  got  a  round-trip  passage 
from  New  York  to  New  Orleans,  from  New  Orleans  to  Habana,  from 
Habana  back  to  New  York,  and  our  time  of  staying  was  depending 
on  how  she  felt.  The  doctor  at  Hot  Springs  advised  her,  as  I  say, 
to  take  a  sea  voyage.  We  were  thinking  first,  and  I  expected  to  have 
gone  at  the  time  to  Bermuda,  and  that  was  a  short  voyage,  and  we 
finally  picked  out  New  Orleans,  because  that  gave  us  a  nice  sea  voy- 
age. We  could  take  that  without  going  too  far  south.  We  were 
thinlnng  about  going  down  to  Jamaica,  but  it  was  getting  rather  late 
in  the  season,  so  we  did  not  go.  We  went  to  New  Orleans  and  from 
there  to  Haoana.  We  were  rather  expecting  to  stay  about  two 
weeks — I  thought  possibly  we  would — but  the  steamers  were  quar- 
antined, so  we  hurried  over  to  Habana  before  we  got  cayght  there, 
and  after  we  got  there  neither  Mrs.  Lake  nor  I  did  not  seem  to  feel  as 
well.  It  was  very  hot  in  daytime  and  cool  at  night  and  the  extreme 
did  not  suit  either  one  of  us,  so  I  took  the  first  steamer  away  that  I 
could  get  away  after  I  got  to  Habana  and  went  right  back  to  New 
York. 

Q.  Now,  for  how  long  a  time  did  you  secure  accommodations  at 
the  boarding  house? — A.  For  no  definite  time. 

Q.  Secure  it  for  two  weeks? — A.  No,  sir;  only  with  the  under- 
standing that  if  I  stayed  over  a  week  I  could  leave  at  any  time,  but 
I  was  to  pay  the  regular  weekly  rates  and  stay  as  long  as  I  wanted 
to  stay. 

Q.  But  you  took  it  for  two  weeks? — A.  No,  no  definite  time;  but 
I  took  it  for  one  week,  because  our  steamer  did  not  go  and  we  could 
not  get  away  for  a  week.  I  expected  to  have  gone  away,  but  we 
could  not  get  away,  I  guess,  for  a  week  and  four  days. 

Q.  Where  did  you  stop  in  Habana? — A.  Stopped  at  the  hotel 
Ocean  View  the  first  night  and  that  was  a  little  out  of  the  town — it 
is  really  in  the  city ;  Dodd,  I  think  they  call  it.  That  was  right  along 
the  Gulf  and  the  air  was  so  penetrating;  in  fact  it  did  not  suit  me  as 
well  as  it  did  my  wife  there,  so  we  went  through  the  same  tactics  and 
went  to  Mr.  Foster  to  get  a  boarding  place  where  we  could  have 
things  more  comfortable. 

Q.  Who  is  Mr.  Foster? — A.  Mr.  Foster  is  some  one  that  everybody 
asks  Mr.  Foster  everything  you  want  to  know. 

Q.  In  Habana? — A.  Habana;  and  he  recommended  a  place  where 
we  went  to.  It  was  an  American  boarding  house,  where  they  spoke 
American,  and  we  went  there  until  the  steamer  started. 

Q.  What  is  the  name  of  that? — A.  That  was  the  American  House. 

Q.  Is  that  Mr.  Foster  a  relative  of  Mr.  Foster,  of  Bridgeport?— 
A.  Oh,  I  don't  suppose;  I  don't  know.  I  didn't  see  Mr.  Foster;  in 
fact,  Mr.  Foster  has  a  place  of  information  just  the  same  as  the  house 
on  Pennsylvania  avenue  in  Washington;  he  recommends  hotels  and 
places  and  secures  tickets  for  anybody  and  everybody.     I  did  not 
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see  the  man;  there  were  some  lady  clerks  there  that  advised  us  and 
recommended  this  house. 

Q.  When  you  arrived  in  New  Orleans,  at  the  Hotel  Dennishore, 
did  you  notify  the  officers  of  your  company  or  not — any  of  your 
family  at  Bridgeport  or  Waslungton  or  New  Orleans — where  you 
were  stopping?— A.  No;  we  did  not,  because  we  did  not  expect  to 
stav  there. 

0.  When  you  went  to  this  private  boarding  house  of  which  you 
spoke,  did  you  notify  the  officers  ofyour  company,  or  any  of  them, 
or  any  members  of  your  family  in  Washington,  Bridgeport,  or  any- 
where else,  where  you  were  stopping?— A.  No;  because  we  expected 
to  sail  away  from  there.  In  fact,  that  was  the  winter  schedule  that 
the  steamer  would  sail  from  there,  and  we  expected,  unless  we  became 
particularly  interested  in  the  city,  we  expected  to  sail  from  there  in 
a  week ;  we  would  hardly  have  tune. 

Q.  It  takes  only  thirty-six  hours  from  here  to  New  Orleans. — A. 
There  was  nothing  said  about  it  so  far  as  that  is  concerned. 

Q.  When  you  got  to  Habana  did  you  notify  any  of  the  officers  of 
your  company  or  agents? — A.  I  wrote  to  them  when  I  was  going  to 
sail  from  New  Orleans  and  my  address  would  be  at  the  general  post- 
office  in  Habana. 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  write  that? — A.  I  wrote  to  Adams,  I  think* 

Q.  Clement  Adams? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  When  you  reached  Habana  did  you  wire  or  cable  or  write 
where  vou  were  stopping? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  the  hotel?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  changed  from  there  to  the  American  House  did  you 
tell  them  you  were  stopping  at  that  hotel? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not; 
because  after  I  was  there  a  day  or  two,  as  I  say,  the  next  day  I  engaged 
my  passage  back  on  the  steamer  sailing  from  there  on  Saturday. 

*Q.  Now,  what  dav  did  you  sail  from  New  Orleans? — A.  It  was  on 
Saturday,  I  think,  April  4. 

Q.  You  arrived  there  March  23? — A.  Arrived  at  New  Orleans? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Eighteenth  was  Wednesday;  we  arrived  at  New 
Orleans  on  Monday. 

Q.  The  16th  was  Mondav  and  the  23d  would  be  the  next  Monday? — 
A.  That  is  right. 

Q.  You  were  there,  then,  twelve  days  and  in  that  time  you  did  not 
communicate  with  the  officers  or  agents  or  your  company  or  the 
members  of  your  family  in  the  North  at  all? — A.  No;  except,  as  I 
sav,  when  I  decided  to  leave  I  wrote  that  I  expected  to  sail  on  the 
4th  to  Habana  and  from  there,  I  would  probably  sail  from  there  to 
New  York  on  the  11th,  which  I  did. 

Q.  Sail  for  New  York  on  the  11th? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  write  them  that  you  were  going  to  sail  from 
Habana  for  New  York  on  the  11th? — A.  I  think  about  the  2d  day 
of  April. 

Q.  You  had  already  discovered  then  in  New  Orleans  that  the  air 
of  Habana  would  not  agree  with  you? — A.  Air  of  Habana?    No. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  you  left  Habana  because  the  air  did  not 
agree  with  you? — A.  I  was  not  in  Habana  then;  I  did  not  write 
them  at  alf  from  Habana. 

Q.  Then  when  they  said  that  they  did  not  know  when  you  were 
coming  home  they  must  have  been  mistaken  about  receiving  that 
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communication  from  you? — A.  Well,  no;  because  I  told  them  that  I 
rather  expected  to  sail,  or  might  sail,  on  the  4th,  or  might  stay  over 
another  week. 

Q.  When  you  were  going  to  sail  from  Habana? — A.  That  is  what 
I  wrote  them.  I  wrote  them  from  New  Orleans  I  was  going  to  Habana, 
and  the  steamer  sailed  on  Saturday,  and  I  might  sail  on  the  first 
Saturday  or  the  second  Staurday,  Dut  I  did  not  tell  them  when  I 
would  sail,  because  I  had  not  made  up  my  mind. 

S.  But  you  did  not,  with  the  exception  of  that  letter  which  you 
ed  on  the  2d  or  3d  of  April — was  it  a  letter  or  telegram? — A.  It 
was  a  letter. 

Q.  With  the  exception  of  that  letter;  did  you  say  anything  in  that 
letter  about  business? — A.  No;  not  to  my  knowledge;  1  think  I  just 
merely  wrote  them  that  postal  I  had  taken  passage  or  decided  to  sail 
from  here  on  the  4th — told  them  the  steamers  name  and  we  might 
sail  from  there  on  Saturday,  the  11th,  or  stay  over  there  until  the 
following  Saturday. 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  write  that? — A.  I  think  I  wrote  one  to  my 
son  and  one  to  Mr.  Adams. 

Q.  Now,  on  what  day  did  you  secure  your  passage  on  that  boat! 
What  was  the  boat  on  which  you  went  from  New  Orleans  to  Habana? 
Excelsior,  wasn't  it? — A.  Excelsior,  that  is  right. 

Q.  On  what  day  did  you  secure  your  passage? — A.  I  think  I  did 
the  same  thing  there  that  I  did  in  New  York,  I  went  down  and  saw 
them  about  it  and  they  said,  the  party  in  the  office  said,  one  of  the 
clerks  said,  "Do  you  know  that  tnere  is  a  quarantine  to  take  place 
from  Habana  on  the  1st?"  and  I  said,  "No.' 

Q.  What  day  was  that? — A.  That  was  probably  about  the  last  of 
March,  probably  the  28th,  29th  of  March,  somewhere  around  there; 
but  be  advised  me  to  see,  I  think  the  man's  name  was  White,  who, 
he  said,  was  a  Government  representative  there  that  had  charge  of 
of  the  quarantine,  and  I  went  to  see  him,  but  I  didn't  see  him  that 
day,  so  I  went  to  see  the  general  passenger  agent,  and  he  said,  "If 
you  leave  New  Orleans  you  can  not  get  bacK  again.'7  I  said,  "I 
don't  want  to.7'  "  Where  do  vou  want  to  go  to  from  Habana?"  I 
said, "  To  New  York.7 '  He  said,  ''There  is  no  quarantine  against  New 
York;  the  quarantine  will  only  apply  to  the  southern  boundary  of 
Maryland.77  Then  I  went  around  tne  next  day  and  engaged  the  pas- 
sage on  the  Excelsior. 

Q.  Now,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  your  passage  was  engaged  on  the 
25th? — A.  Yes;  I  had  my  passage" so  far  as  that  is  concerned;  I  had 
my  ticket  so  far  as  that  goes,  but  I  had  to  secure  accommodations. 
He  said,  "I  will  enter  you,'7  and  he  entered  me  for  passage.  He  said, 
4 'You  will  have  to  go  and  bring  your  ticket  and  you  will  have  to  take 
that  affidavit  of  matters  going  in  there. 

Q.  That  was  on  the  25th  of  March? — A.  Latter  part  of  March, 
proDably  26th,  27th,  or  28th,  along  there. 

Q.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  February  25th,  wasn7t  it? — A.  I  don't 
know;  I  have  no  means  of  knowing. 

Q.  Aren't  you  pretty  certain  it  was  the  25th? — A.  No. 

Q.  Not  certain? — A.  No  more  certain  than  I  am  it  was  the  29th. 

Q.  How  long  was  it  after  you  had  moved  to  the  boarding  house?— 
A.  Well,  that  I  do  not  know,  but  I  went  down  with  my  ticket  to  get 
the  passage  secured. 
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Q.  But  you  made  sure  of  your  accommodations  on  the  25th? — A. 
It  was  possibly|the  26th  or  27th.  There  was  a  steamer  sailed  on 
Tuesday  and  Saturday,  I  think.  Well,  I  had  expected  to  sail  on 
Tuesday  until  I  went  down  and  they  told  me  the  Tuesday  steamer 
was  taken  off  and  there  was  only  one  running,  and  she  would  not  sail 
until  the  4th.     Then  I  engaged  accommodations. 

Q.  When  did  you  find  mat  the  first  steamer  had  been  taken  off? — 
A.  Well,  that  was  some  time  when  I  began  to  look  up  about  going. 
It  was  probably  the  latter  part  of  the  week  after  I  went  there.  I 
went  on  the  23a,  I  went  there  on  Monday  the  24th.  That  could  not 
have  been  the  25th;  it  was  probably  the  latter  part  of  the  week.  I 
took  in  the  town  first  before  I  began  to  think  about  leaving.  Then. 
is  I  said,  I  went  to  inquire,  and  they  told  me  the  quarantme  would 
take  effect  on  the  1st. 

Q.  How  did  you  put  in  your  time  in  New  Orleans? — A.  Well, 
looked  around  the  city,  driving  around. 
Q.  Out  every  day  ?— A.  Yes;  I  think  I  was  out  every  day. 
Q.  What  kind  of  weather  did  you  have? — A.  Very  fine  weather, 
except  the  day  we  went  there  it  rained  very  hard.  We  were  to  get 
there,  I  think,  about  12  o'clock,  and  had  been  delayed.  It  was  past 
1  o'clock  when  we  got  off  the  steamer.  *»•* 

(X  Did  you  read  the  papers  while  you  were  there? — A.  I  read  two 
or  three  when  I  could  get  them;  couldn't  always  get  them.  I  think 
possibly  the  Herald.  They  were  always  3  days  old  when  I  got  them. 
I  took  some  New  Orleans  papers,  but  I  didn't  see  very  much.  I  think 
there  was  one  account  in  there,  a  short  account  of  submarines.  There 
wasn't  anything  special. 
Q.  One  short  account  of  the  submarine  investigation? — A.  Yes. 
Q.  New  Orleans  paper? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Only  one? — A.  I  think  that  is  the  only  one  I  seen  any  account. 
Q.  Or  one  every  day? — A.  There  was  an  article  every  day. 
Q.  I  am  asking  whether  there  was  one  article  only  or  an  article 
every  day? — A.  Tnere  was  one  article  in  the  paper  I  saw,  a  very  short 
article. 

Q.  Was  that  in  the  New  York  Herald  ?— A.  The  New  York  Herald. 
I  thmk  I  saw  about  two  articles  in  that  in  regard  to  it,  but  I  didn't  see 
any  paper  until  the  last  day  I  went  away.  I  went  up  and  got  one  just 
before  I  left.  That  was  on  Saturday,  and  I  think  that  was  a  Tuesday 
cr  a  Wednesday's  paper  that  I  got.  It  was  the  only  paper  I  could  get 
at  the  stand. 

Q.  You  had  seen  copies  of  it  before  that? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  got  a 
few  copies. 
Q.  You  think  now  it  was  on  the  27th  that  you  made  sure  of  your 

voyage? — A.  I  have  no  means  of  being  accurate  on  that;  I  could 

0.  I  thought  maybe  from  reference  to  the  newspapers  you  re- 
freshedVour  memory  on  it? — A.  No. 

Q.  Wlien  did  you  first  see  a  notice  in  the  newspaper  that  endeavor 
had  been  made  to  serve  a  subpoena  upon  you  to  appear  before  this 
committee?— A.  On  my  arrival  in  New  York  on  Tuesday  afternoon: 
after  I  got  to  the  hotel  I  went  out  and  got  a  New  York  paper  and  I 
■aw  the  article  there  that  you  had  been  chasing  me  all  over  the 
United  States,  which  was  the  first  intimation  of  any  kind  that  I  had 
that  I  was  wanted. 
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Q.  The  news  was  carried  in  all  the  associated  press  dispatches  all 
over  the  country  %— A.  No;  I  did  not. 

S.  When  you  got  those  New  York  papers  down  there,  didn't  you 
them?— A.  I  read  them.     As  I  say,  I  saw  an  article  there,  but 
nothing  about  my  being;  wanted,  asked  for,  or  looked  for. 

Q.  Didn't  say;  the  officers  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 
whether  it  mentioned  you  specifically  or  not? — A.  No. 

Q.  In  fact,  that  did  appear  in  all  the  papers  on  the  24th  of  March; 
if  you  saw  the  New  Orleans  papers  you  must  have  seen  that  in  them. — 
A.  No;  I  did  not  see  it. 

Q.  If  you  got  the  New  York  Herald  and  read  it,  you  must  have 
seen  it. — A.  I  got  the  New  York  Herald  probably  in  a  couple  weeks. 
As  I  say,  I  saw  an  article  there,  but  no  reference  to  that. 

Q.  The  New  York  Herald  ot  March  24  would  reach  New  Orleans 
about  March  27,  would  it  not?— A.  Yes;  I  suppose  it  would.  I  have 
no  means  of  saying.  The  only  thing  that  I  can  say  is  that  I  never 
saw  any  account  of  the  fact  of  my  being  wanted  before  this  com- 
mittee until  last  Tuesday,  after  I  arrived  in  New  York. 

Q.  Even  then  you  did  not  hurry  here? — A.  No.  I  did  not  hurry 
here,  but  I  had  tnere  taken  quarters.  My  wife  did  not  feel  equal  to 
go  up.  That  was  on  Tuesday  afternoon,  and  we  stopped  over,  and 
we  started  up  the  next  morning,  and  yesterday  morning  Mr.  Adams— 
I  had  him  on  the  phone,  and  ne  said  he  was  coming  down  here  on 
Tuesday  night,  so  I  asked  him  to  stop  at  the  hotel,  which  he  did, 
before  ne  came  down,  and  he  said  that  they  wanted  me.  Of  course 
I  had  known  it  then,  because  I  had  seen  that  in  the  papers.  I  told 
him  I  would  take  my  wife  home,  and  to  report  the  matter  down  here 
where  I  could  be  found;  that  I  would  go  to  Bridgeport  the  next  day, 
and  if  they  wanted  me  they  could  find  me  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  They  found  you  there;  you  were  subpoenaed? — A.  No;  he 
found  me  at  New  York. 

Q.  The  Sergeant-at-Arms  found  you  at  New  York? — A.  Yes;  he 
telephoned  me  yesterday  morning  from  Bridgeport.  He  had  gone 
to  Bridgeport  and  gone  to  the  house — gone  to  my  daughter's — and 
she  told  him  that  I  was  stopping  in  New  York,  so  he  called  me  on  the 
phone,  possibly  some  9  or  10  o'clock — some  time  in  the  morning — and 
asked  me  what  time  I  was  going  to  Bridgeport.  I  told  him  I  ex- 
pected to  take  the  1  o'clock  train,  if  possible,  and  certainly  not  later 
than  the  3  o'clock  train.  He  said  my  daughter  wanted  to  know  what 
train  I  was  going  up  in,  so  I  told  him  that.  But  when  I  came  to  take 
the  3  o'clock  tram  he  had  been  at  the  hotel  and  left  his  card.  I  came 
in  about  a  quarter  of  3  to  hurry  to  the  train  and  the  card  was  in  my 
room.  I  took  the  card  and  went  downstairs  and  had  the  clerk  looi 
him  up.  He  ran  around  the  hotel  and  brought  him  in  and  he  served 
the  suDpcena  on  me.  I  told  him  I  had  sent  my  baggage  up  and  was 
going  up  with  Mrs.  Lake,  so  he  said  that  he  thought  it  would  be  a 
gooaidea  to  telephone  that  it  would  be  inconvenient  for  me  to  come 
down  here  before  4  o'clock,  but  he  thought  that  it  would  be  well  if  I 
could  get  here  in  time  to-day.  I  found  I  could  get  down  last  night, 
and  arrived  here  this  morning,  and  I  sent  word  up  this  morning  that  I 
would  be  here  at  11  o'clock. 

Q.  You  do  not  live  in  Bridgeport? — A.  Yes;  when  I  am  there. 
I  have  been  in  Washington  quite  considerable  this  winter,  but  I  have 
shipped  my  belongings — what  I  had  in  Washington — to  Bridgeport. 
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Q.  When  did  you  ship  them  ? — A.  When  I  went  South. 

Q.  Xow,  then)  Mr.  Lake,  you  desire  us  to  understand  that  you,  as 
(he  vice-president  of  this  corporation,  in  charge  of  all  its  affairs,  a 
corporation  of  considerable  magnitude  and  importance  in  important 
affairs,  do  you  want  us  to  understand  that  you  went  away  on  tne  18th 
of  March  and  were  gone  from  then  until  the  11th  of  Apnl  and  had  no 
communication  whatever  with  the  office  of  your  company? — A. 
Well,  now,  of  course,  I  think  I  had  some  when  I  was 

Q.  Had  some  word? — A.  You  understand  that  I  had  nothing  to 
do 

Q.  Nothing  what — what  had  you  to  do  about  these  communica- 
tions?—A.  I  went  on  a  sick  leave  and  went  on  the  advice  of  the 
phvsician  to  lay  things  aside. 

0.  I  would  like  you  to  answer  my  question.  Do  you  want  us  to 
understand  that  you  had  no  communication  with  your  office  during 
that  period  from  the  18th  of  March  to  the  11th  of  April?— A.  Yes;  I 
did  not  in  an  official  capacity. 

Q.  Did  you  not  while  you  were  at  your  boarding  house  have  a  tele- 
gram from  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company  lines? — A.  A 
telegram? 

Q.  Yes;  and  receipted  for  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  one  over  the  Postal  Telegraph  Company  lines? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  telegram  over  either  line? — A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  your  wife? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  you/wife  receive  a  telegram?— A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  she  receive  one  for  you  — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  You  would  know,  would  you  not?— A.  I  would,  undoubtedly, 
because  she  attended  to  those  things  very  good. 

Q.  Well,  now,  Mr.  Lake,  the  Sergeant-at-Arms,  or  his  assistant, 
was  at  Bridgeport  to  serve  subpoenas  on  other  officers  of  this  com- 

8 any  and  made  inquiries  for  you  on  the  27th  of  March.  Do  you 
,  esfre  us  to  understand  that  the  officers  of  your  company  and  the 
members  of  your  family  were  so  derelict  in  their  duty  to  you,  as  well 
jas  their  duty  to  this  committee,  that  they  never  notified  you  of  that 
fact  in  any  way  ?— A.  Well,  I  never  received  any  notice,  whether  they 
sent  it  or  not:  I  never  received  it.  They  knew  not  where  to  send  it, 
|«xcept  to  send  it  to  the  general  delivery.  That  is  the  only  way  they 
wula  have  done. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lake,  what  portion  of  the  year  1907  did  you  spend  in 
Washington;  you  were  here  nearly  all  the  time?— A.  I  think  I  came 
here  ana  took  apartments  at  the  Marlborough  on  the  15th  of  Decem- 
ber, and  was  there  practically  all  the  time. 
Senator  Thukston.  That  would  be  1906? 

A.  That  would  be  1897,  in  December,  I  think  we  took  an  apartment 
at  the  Marlborough. 
^  On  December  15th,  what  year? — A.  1897. 
Twelve  years  ago? — A.  1907. 

You  mean  1906?— A.  No.  I  am  talking  about  December,  1907. 
Were  you  not  here  all  that  year,  practically  all  last  year?— A. 
Well,  I  was  at  the  office,  back  and  forth,  I  was  at  Atlantic.  m  My 
wife  was,  I  think,  nearly  two  months  at  the  Washington  Sanitarium. 
I  was  not  at  the  office  very  much,  but  I  was  in  communication  with 
the  Washington  office. 
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Q.  In  charge  of  the  Washington  office? — A.  In  charge  of  the 
Washington  office. 

Q.  You  were  in  here  nearly  every  day? — A.  No;  I  came  occa- 
sionally; but  then  we  got  apartments,  I  think  on  the  15th  of  Decem- 
ber, at  the  Marlborough;  of  course  I  was  here  pretty  constantly  at 
that  time. 

Q.  Where  were  you  when  the  Newport  tests  were  made  ? — A.  I  was 
at  Newport  at  that  time. 

Q.  Then  you  came  back  to  Washington,  did  you  not? — A.  I  came 
back  to  Washington,  I  think,  at  that  time.  Then  I  was  stopping  at 
the  Cochran.  I  think  I  was  stopping  at  the  Cochran  until  along  in 
the  spring,  and  then,  as  I  say,  we  went  to  Atlantic,  and  I  was  out  here 
for  aoout  two  months  and  then  we  came  and  took  apartments. 

Q.  Now,  you  were  present  at  those  tests  at  Newport? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Will  you  state  what  you  did  after  that  to  secure  a  contract  for 
your  company  for  a  submarine  torpedo  boat  or  boats? — A.  Did  wet 

Q.  State  what  action  you  took. — A.  Well,  we  really  took  no  action 
except  to  wait  for  the  action  of  the  Navy  Department  and  wait  for 
their  decision. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  hear  of  the  report  of  the  navy  board  on  the 
teste? — A.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  I  can  tell  that,  except  by  rumor. 
I  heard  it  before  it  really  was  a  report,  but  I  saw  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  in  regard  to  that  on  about  a  week  before  the  report  was  gen- 
erally known  or  the  decision,  rather,  was  known. 

Q.  You  saw  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  I  saw  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy. 

Q.  Prior  to  that  time,  however,  you  had  heard  what  the  report  was 
to  be?— A.  No. 

Q.  You  heard  a  rumor? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  hear  that;  where  did  you  hear  it? — A.  I  think  I 
got  the  first  information  when  it  was  to  come  out.  I  got  it  from  the 
Secretary. 

Q.  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  Yes,  sir.  Senator  Thurston  went 
up  there  to  see  him  about  it,  when  the  decision  was  to  be  made  or 
likely  to  be  reached. 

Q.  You  do  not  call  that  a  rumor? — A.  No;  he  told  us  he  had  not 
taken  up  the  matter  yet,  but  he  was  going  West  on  a  tour,  or  some- 
thing, and  he  was  going  then  up  to  New  Haven  or  somewhere,  I 
think,  for  a  few  days  or  down  East,  but  he  expected  to  come  back 
and  wanted  to  go  West  on  a  Saturday,  and  he  had  hoped  to  have  the 
thing  settled  and  disposed  of  before  he  went  away. 

Q.  What  thing  settled? — A.  This  decision  in  regard  to  submarine 
boats. 

Q.  Decision  by  whom? — A.  By  him. 

Q.  Had  the  navy  board  reported  on  the  tests? — A.  No,  I  think 
not.     I  do  not  know  that  they  had. 

Q.  Are  you  thinking  now  or  the  report  made  by  the  naval  board 
showing  the  result  of  the  Newport  tests,  or  are  you  thinking  of  the 
decision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  based  on  the  opinion  of  the 
attorney,  whether  he  could  give  the  contract  to  that  company;  which 
are  you  speaking  of? — A.  I  am  speaking  of  the  original  award — first 
award  before  there  ever  was  any  contract  mentioned  or  thought  of, 
I  suppose. 


io  fa 
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Q.  You  have  said  you  heard  a  rumor  what  the  report  of  the  naval 
board  was  to  be.     I  would  like  to  follow  up  that  rumor;  where  did 

Jrahearit? — A.  Well,  as  I  say,  we  saw  the  Secretary  about  on 
(mdav.  •  •£ 

Q.  lou  did  not  get  the  rumor  from  him.  Where  did  you  eet  the 
rumor? — A.  I  sot  this  information  that  the  decision  had  been 
leached  from  Mr.  Berger,  of  the  Berger  Boat  Company. 

Q.  What  is  his  full  name? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Where  does  he  live?— A.  I  think  he  lives  in  New  York;  he  was 
there  at  the  time;  he  was  the  inventor  of  the  Berger  boat. 

Q.  Subsurface  boat) — A.  Subsurface  boat. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  him? — A.  He  was  at  our  office  in  Washing- 

What  relations  have  you  with  Mr.  Berger? — A.  Not  any,  only 
ar  as  I  met  him  up  there  at  the  course  of  the  trial  and  became 
icauainted  with  him,  and  I  asked  him  what  they  were  going  to  do 
ana  whether  he  thought  they  were  going  to  get  a  contract  or  not, 
and  he  said  that  he  did  not  hardly  think  they  would;  that  they  were 
outclassed — that  is,  they  did  not  class  exactly  as  a  submarine  boat — 
that  thev  had  been  classed,  I  believe,  as  a  subsurface  boat,  and  seemed 
to  be  left  out  someway,  although  the  law  did  mention  subsurface 
boats,  but  it  was  a  submarine  test,  and  so  he  said  h&  hardly  thought 
they  would  get  it. 

Q.  He  promised  whatever  he  heard  of  interest  to  your  company 
ke  would  come  and  tell  you  ? — A.  No ;  no  promise  made.  I  asked 
him  what  he  was  likely  to  get,  and  he  told  he  probably  thought  they 
irould  not  get  anything  of  this. 

Q.  How  did  he  happen  to  come  to  your  office  and  tell  you  about 
it?— A.  I  called  him  up  on  the  phone  and  asked  him  how  the  thing 
»as  getting  along  and  whether  he  thought  a  decision  was  made  or 
whether  he  had  heard  anything  or  not;  just  simply  to  compare  notes. 

Q.  Then  he  came  to  your  office? — A.  He  came  to  my  office. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you  over  the  telephone  before  he  came  up? — 
A.  He  simply  said  he  would  come  over. 

Q.  Where  did  he  tell  you  he  got  his  information? — A.  Well,  he  told 
me  he  had  spent  the  night  before  with  Mr.  Frost  and  his  friends,  and 
that  is  where  he  got  the  information. 

Q.  Where  did  he  spend  the  night  with  them  ? — A.  Oh,  he  did  not 
Bar. 

Q.  You  went  to  see  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  I  had  seen 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  the  first  week,  and  ne  told  us  that  he 
*ould  take  the  matter  uj>  when  he  returned  from  his  trip,  saying  it 
frould  be  Friday.  The  time  that  Mr.  Berger  was  in  my  room  was 
About  Thursday  of  that  week,  or  Wednesday,  and  he  told  me  that 
the  decision  was  made  to  award  all  the  contracts  to  the  Electric  Boat 
Company. 

Q.  Who  made  that  decision? — A.  I  made  this  remark:  I  said, 
"Mr.  Berger,  Senator  Thurston  and  I  saw  the  Secretary  before  he 
*ent  away,  and  he  told  us  the  decision  was  not — he  had  not  con- 
sidered the  matter;  he  expected  to  dispose  of  the  matter  when  he 
^turned  before  going  West,  which  would  be  Friday." 

Q.  That  was  all  some  time  after  the  Naval  Board  had  reported  that 
we  other  boat  had  won  in  the  contest,  was  it  not? — A.  Tnat  I  don't 
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know,  when  that  report  was  made,  as  far  as  that  is  concerned.  We 
did  not  hear  it  until  we  went  and  asked  him  for  it. 

Q.  I  mean  the  report  by  the  Marix  board,  whatever  you  call  it,  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  stating  the  conclusions  upon  that  teat. 
They  did  not  order  a  contract  to  anybody? — A.  No. 

Q.  The  Marix  board  did  not  award  a  contract  to  anybody?— 
A.^No. 

Q.  They  simply  reported  the  performance  of  each  boat.  They  did 
not  award  a  contract  to  anybody,  did  they? — A.  No;  I  suppose  not 

Q.  When  you  say  Mr.  Berger  told  you  the  contract  for  the  boata 
had  been  awarded  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company  you  are  talking 
about  something  else? — A.  No;  he  said  the  award  would  be  awarded; 
he  told  me. 

Q.  To  the  Electric  Boat  Company  for  all  the  8  boats?— A.  For  all 
the  8  boats. 

Q.  Then  what  did  you  do? — A.  I  told  him  I  did  not  know  any- 
thing about  it. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  then? — A.  I  did  not  do  anything  until  the 
Secretary  came  home. 

S.  Wnat  did  you  do  then? — A.  I  went  up  to  see  the  Secretary  <hl 
ay. 

Q.  Who  went  with  you? — A.  Not  anybody. 

Q.  You  went  alone"? — A.  Senator  Thurston  was  sick  at  the  time 
when  I  went  up  to  see  him  alone  on  Friday  by  appointment. 

Q.  What  day  of  the  month? — A.  That  was  the  time,  it  must  hare 
been  in  June,  I  think;  the  day  before  he  went  West  on  his  vacation. 

Q.  How  did  you  make  the  appointment? — A.  By  telephone,  I 
think,  with  the  clerk.     I  tried  to  get  him  all  day  on  Friday,  and  I 
finally  got  an  appointment  by  the  Secretary  at  half  past  5  o  clock. 
y  Q.  In  the  morning? — A.  In  the  evening. 

-  O.  You  made  it  direct  with  the  Secretary,  then,  or  through  his 
clerk? — A.  The  appointment  was  made  from  the  Department  and,  I 
presume,  through  the  clerk. 

Q.  You  did  it  yourself;  you  did  the  telephoning? — A.  Yes,  sir;  1 
think  so. 

Q.  With  the  Navy  Department? — A.  With  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment for  the  appointment  with  the  Secretary. 

Q.  When  you  met  the  Secretary,  tell  us  what  occurred  then.— 
A.  I  went  to  see  the  Secretary,  as  I  said.     I  was  alone. 

Q.  Yes;  you  told  us  that. — A.  He  said,  "Air.  Lake,  I  am  very  sony 
to  be  compelled  to  say  that  I  have  to  award  the  whole  contract  to  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  under  the  wording  of  the  act  and  the  decision 
of  the  board,  and  so  forth."  He  also  said  that  he  was  very  sorryj 
because  he  had  hoped  to  get  competition,  to  get  another  boat  in,  and 
hoped  he  could  award  a  contract,  but  under  the  wording  of  the  law  as 
interpreted 

Q.  You  had  just  had  the  competition? — A.  He  had  no  competi- 
tion; he  wanted  competition  in  the  Navy,  and  he  wanted  to  get  a 
competing  boat  in  the  Navy,  and  he  hoped  very  much  that  he  could 
award  us  a  contract. 

Q.  Notwithstanding  his  hopes  and  wishes,  he  felt  he  could  not  do 
it? — A.  He  said  he  could  not.  He  felt  he  could  not  do  it,  and  then, 
of  course,  I  asked  him  why,  and  he  told  it,  and  then  we  talked  about 
the  double  meaning  of  the  wording  of  the  act.    It  appeared  to  have 
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two  meanings  or  susceptible  of  two  interpretations,  and  we  thought 
he  had  a  rignt  to  use  a  discretion  under  that  act.  "Well,"  he  said, 
"as  I  said  before/'  he  said  he  would  like  to,  but  he  did  not  feel  that 
be  could  under  that,  and  we  talked  with  him  about  it. 
*XQ.  He  would  like  to  give  a  part  of  the  contract  to  the  boat  that  had 
lost,  but  he  did  not  feel  that  ne  could  under  the  act? — A.  He  said  he 
would  have  liked  very  much  to  have  gotten  a  Lake  boat,  but  under 
the  decision  he  did  not  feel  that  he  could  do  it.  I  told  him  about  the 
decision,  and  he  made  this  remark.  He  first  asked  whether  I  had  anv 
Objections  to  make  to  the  report  of  the  board  or  any  protest.  I  said, 
wNo,  not  any;"  but  I  told  him  that  we  did  want  to  know  whether  the 
law  was  defective,  or  whether  the  interpretation  of  the  law  was  de- 
fective, if  the  law  compelled  him  to  do  it,  and  if  it  did  not  give  him 
what  he  would  have  liked  to  have  had  and  a  good  many  others  would 
have  liked  to  have  had 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  a  good  many  others  would  like  to  have  ? — 
A.  A  great  many  others  expressed  that  they  would  like  to  have 
another  boat  in  the  Department. 

Q.  Who?— A.  Navy  Department,  and  a  good  many  others,  as  far 
as  that  is  concerned,  would  like  to  have  had.  I  could  not  name 
any  particular  others. 

Q.  What  others  went  to  see  the  Secretary,  then,  of  the  Navy 
Department? — A.  Not  anybody.  Then  he  made  the  remark,  "Mr. 
Lake,"  he  said,  "if  you  think  that  that  law  is  susceptible  of  any  other 
interpretation,  I  feel  disposed  to  give  you  the  advantage  of  it,  and  I 
have  no  objection  to  referring  the  matter  to  the  Attorney-General 
for  his  decision  in  regard  to  this  question  in  the  law."  I  told  him  we. 
appreciated  it  very  much  if  he  would  do  that,  and  he  consented  to 
do  it. 

Q.  Was  that  his  suggestion,  or  yours? — A.  It  was  his  suggesticn, 
that  if  we  thought  the  law  was  not  being  interpreted  right,  or  we 
had  other  rights  under  the  law,  he  said  he  would  refer  tne  matter 
to  the  Attorney-General.  That  was  his  suggestion,  and  I  told  him 
we  would  appreciate  it  very  much,  which  we  did. 

Q.  Did  he  say  whether  or  not  he  had  referred  it  to  the  law  officer 
of  the  Navy  Department? — A.  He  said  so  far  as  he  was  concerned 
he  was  bound  to  go  by  the  decision  that  had  been  made. 

Q.  What  decision  ao  you  mean,  by  the  naval  board  ?^A.  Naval 
hoard,  I  presume,  or  his  own  decision  based  on  the  decision  of  the 
naval  board. 

Q.  Did  he  say  whether  he  had  an  opinion  on  the  construction  of 
the  law,  an  opinion  by  the  law  officer  of  the  Naval  Department? — 
A  I  do  not  know  that  he  did  at  that  time.  I  do  not  recollect  that 
he  did. 

J  Do  you  say  that  you,  up  to  that  time,  were  the  only  person  that 
seen  him  with  reference  to  referring  the  matter  to  tne  Attorney- 
General? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Or  written  mm? — A.  Or  written  him. 

Q  Had  you  talked  with  anyone  else  upon  the  subject? — A.  No; 
the  idea  was  simply  suggested  to  him.  That  was  on  Friday  afternoon, 
about  6  o'clock,  I  presume.  He  said  he  wanted  to  make  a  decision 
on  it  before  he  went  away,  and  he  said,  "I  take  the  train  to-morrow 
afternoon  at  4  o'clock,"  so  I  told  him  I  would  like  to  consult  before 
we  made  a  special  application  for  that,  consult  with  some  of  the 
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others  or  consult  with  the  attorney.  That  is  what  I  told  him.  He 
was  home  sick  in  bed,  and  I  tried  to  make  an  appointment  with  him 
for  Saturday,  so  I  went  and  saw  Senator  Thurston,  who  was  sick 
abed,  and  he  said — he  advised  that  we  make  application  for  him  to 
refer  it,  which  we  did.  We  made  application  for  it,  and  I  saw  him 
on  the  Saturday  before  he  left  and  made  application,  and  he  says, 
"Mr.  Lake,  I  am  going  away,  but  I  will  refer  the  matter  to  the 
Attorney-General "  and  that  is  all  I  know. 

Q.  You  had  talked  with  nobody  about  the  construction  of  the  law 
before  you  saw  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  Oh,  yes;  I  talked  with 
lots  ofpeople  about  the  construction  or  the  law. 

Q.  With  whom  had  you  talked  ? — A.  Most  everybody  that  I  talked 
with  about  the  subject. 

Q.  With  whom  did  you  talk  about  the  subject? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Who  were  the  ones  you  mentioned;  who  were  the  "everybody" 
witn  whom  you  talked  ? — A.  Well,  I  think  I  talked  with  Mr.  Thurston 
about  it.     I  think  I  talked  with  people  in  the  office  about  it. 

Q.  People  in  what  office? — A.  In  our  office — Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  Who  else? — A.  And  that  two  interpretations  could  be  placed 
upon  it,  whether  the  Secretary  had  the  discretionary  power  or  whether 
he  was  bound  by  the  other— - — 

Q.  I  know;  but  with  whom  did  you  discuss  that  point? — A.  I  don't 
know  as  I  could  name  any  particular  individuals  now  or  any  partic- 
ulars. 

Q.  Name  a  few  of  the  individuals. — A.  I  could  in  particular  name 
Mr.  Neff  and  probably  Adams. 

Q.  Outside  of  your  company,  with  whom  did  you  talk? — A.  I  do 
not  know  that  I  did  especially  with  anybody. 

Q.  Well,  generally.  You  did  talk  with  somebody  in  Connecticut, 
some  Connecticut  people,  didn't  you? — A.  Oh,  yes;  yes. 

Q.  Who  were  they  i—  A.  Well,  I  think  I  talked  with — let  us  see — 
I  talked  with  our  directors  about  it. 

Q.  Who  were  the  directors? — A.  The  directors  were — the  Bridge- 
port director  is  Captain  Wallace,  and  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  seen 
anybody  in  Bridgeport  about  that  at  that  time. 

6.  What  other  Connecticut  persons  did  you  talk  with? 

(Witness  hesitates.) 

Q.  There  is  no  secrecy  or  privacy  about  it,  is  there? — A.  No;  I 
think  I  talked  generally,  among  almost  anybody.  I  don't  know  par- 
ticularly,  but  Italked  with  most  everybody  that  I  talked  with  about 
the  law,  as  far  as  that  is  concerned. 

Q.  Who  talked  about  the  law? — A.  I  say  wherever  I  talked  about 
it  with  anybody,  I  talked  about  it. 

Q.  Who  was  it  that  you  talked  with  t— ^A.  Anybody  on  the  train, 
wherever  I  happend  to  "be  connected 

Q.  You  would  not  pick  up  a  stranger  and  talk  with  him  about 
it?— A.  No;  not  a  stranger,  but  I  might  pick  up  somebody  that  I 
"knew. 


Q.  Do  youjcnow  Mr.  Brooker? — A.  Brooker? 


v  Yes.  Don't  be  surprised — everybody  in  Connecticut  knows 
him. — A.  Well,  I  don't  know  any  Mr.  Brooker. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  Connecticut  Senators? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  them  about  it? — A.  No;  not  at  this  time  I 
have  not. 
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Q.  Not  at  that  time? — A.  I  had  not  seen  one  of  them. 

Q.  When  did  you  talk  with  one  of  them? — A.  After  the  decision 
was — after  the  matter  had  been  referred  to  the  Attorney-General, 
then  I  talked  with  some  of  them,  but  not  discussing  the  point  of 
law  in  regard  to  it. 

Q.  Up  to  that  time  you  had  not  discussed  it  with  either  of  the 
Senators  I — A.  No;  I  do  not  know  that  I  ever  did  discuss  the  point 
of  law  with  any  of  the  Senators,  either. 

Q.  What  had  you  discussed  with  them  up  to  that  time  ? — A.  I  did 
not  see  them,  because  it  was  vacation.  I  aid  not  see  any  of  them  at 
that  time  until  after  the 

Q.  Did  you  communicate  with  anyone? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  With  whom? — A.  I  think  I  tried — when  the  matter  was  referred 
to  the  Attorney-General 

Q.  No;  before  that? — A.  No;  I  did  not  before  that. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  communicate  with  in  regard  to  getting  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  to  refer  it  to  the  Attorney-General? — A.  Not  any- 
body, except  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  Nobody  at  all?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  you  say  positively? — A.  Yes;  because  that  was  done  over 
at  night;  as  I  say,  I  saw  the  office  force,  Mr.  Neff 

Q.  Who  else  in  Washington  did  you  see  upon  that  point  beside 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  In  regard  to  referring  it  to  the 
Attorney-General  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  don't  remember  seeing  anybody  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  see  anybody  in  any  other  Department?— A.  No. 

Q.  Or  any  other  brancn  of  the  Government? — A.  I  never  was  in 
the  Department — I  never  went  to  see  personally  anybody  in  the 
Department. 

Q.  You  never  went  to  see  any  Government  official  except  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  On  that  or  any  other  subject? — A.  When  we  went  to  the  Secre- 
tary and  he  asked  us  about  whether  we  had  seen  the  report  of  the 
Naval  board,  I  told  him  I  had  not  seen  it.  He  asked  the  Senator 
ifAhe  had  seen  it,  and  he  said  no.     We  neither  had  seen  it 

Q.  You  mean  Senator  Thurston? — A.  Senator  Thurston.  Well 
the  Secretary  says,  "  You  are  entitled  to  see  it,  or  anything,  if  you 
want  to  see  it/'  and  we  both  requested  to  see  it. 

Q.  That  was  in  the  Navy  Department? — A.  That  was  in  the 
Navy  Department,  and  we 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  about  any  other  Department. — A.  Any  other 
Department — no. 

0.  You  never  had  been  in  any  other  Government  office? — A.  No — 
well,  I  couldn't  say,  but  not  on  that  business,  or  in  fact  upon  any 

Krticular  business.     I  have  no  acquaintance  really  in  the  Navy 
roartment. 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Simon  Lake  at  that  time? — A.  Simon  Lake 
was  in  Europe. 

Q.  And  the  whole  matter  was  in  your  charge? — A.  Yes,  sir;  until 
he  returned. 

Q.  Did  not  you  discuss  that  matter  with  any  of  the  members  of 
the  Connecticut  delegation? — A.  Not  at  that  time;  no,  sir. 

( >.  Then  the  getting  of  that  matter  referred  to  the  Attorney-Gen- 
era f  was  done  by  yourself  alone? — A.  At  the  suggestion  of  the  Sec- 
ret sry  of  the  Navy. 
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Q.  And  no  one  else  had  part  in  it,  so  far  as  you  know? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  After  it  was  referred  to  the  Attorney-General,  what  followed 
then?— A.  Then  Senator  Thurston  put  in  his  brief  to  the  Attorney- 
General  and  made  the  arguments. 

Q.  What  else  happened?  Did  you  see  any  other  parties,  then? — 
A.  I  might  have  seen  some  other  parties.  1  seen  our  people  about 
that  then,  and 

Q.  Who  do  you  mean  by  "our  people?" — A.  I  talked  with  the 
directors,  but  1  took  the  responsibility  of  referring  it,  with  Senator 
Thurston — I  took  it  on  his  advice  to  ask  for  a  reference  to  the  Attor- 
ney-General. 

Q.  You  did  not  assume  very  much  responsibility  in  that? — A. 
Well,  I  did  it.     But  I  did  not  consult  anybody  about  it. 

Q.  You  had  everything  to  gain  and  nothing  to  lose  in  that? — A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  After  it  was  referred  to  the  Attorney-General,  what  steps  did 
you  take  to  secure  a  favorable  opinion  from  him  in  addition  to  the 
brief  which  Senator  Thurston  filed? — A.  Not  any. 

Q.  Didn't  you  speak  to  anybody  about  it? — A.  I  never  saw  the 
Attorney-General,  and  I  never — no. 

Q.  Wnom  did  you  tell  that  the  question  was  pending  before  the 
Attorney-General? — A.  Oh,  well;  I  don't  know.  I  probably  told  a 
dozen  people  of  it  after  it  was  pending. 

Q.  Who  were  they? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Was  it  at  that  point  that  you  talked  with  the  Senators? — A 
At  what  point? 

Q.  Right  there,  while  the  matter  was  pending  with  the  Attorney- 
General? — A.  Of  course  I  talked  with  the  Senator 

No;  the  Connecticut  Senators? — A.  No,  no. 


Tell, 


You  had  no  communication  with  them  up  to  that  time? — A 
Well,  after  it  was  referred  to  the  Attorney-General;  yes;  I  tried  or 
asked  them  then  to — well,  I  think  I  asked  them  indirectly,  I  did  not 
especially,  asking  them  to  use  their  offices  or  their  influence,  and 
write  to  tne  Secretary 

Q.  To  get  a  favorable  ruling? — A.  Not  to  the  Attorney-General. 
I  never  asked  anybody  to  go  to  the  Attorney-General  except  the 
Secretary. 

Q.  You  asked  nobody  to  use  their  influence  with  the  Attorney- 
General? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  did  you  ask  the  Senators  to  do? — A.  I  asked  them  to 
write  not  to  the  Attorney-General  but  to  the  Secretary,  and  asked 
their  consideration  after  the  Attorney-General's  opinion  was  rendered. 

Q.  Did  you  make  that  request  of  the  Senators  before  the  Attorney* 
General's  opinion  was  rendered? — A.  No,  sir.  We  rested  while  it 
was  in  the  Attorney-General's  hands. 

Q.  Did  you  in  the  meantime  ask  them  that,  in  the  event  of  the 
Attorney-General's  decision A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Wno  else  did  you  ask  them  to  see  besides  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy? — A.  Not  anybody. 

Q.  No  mention  made  of  any  Government  officers? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  High  or  low? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  your  requests  to  the  Senators  in  writing? — A.  No,  air;  I 
guess  not. 
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Q.  Where  did  you  see  them? — A.  We  saw  them 

Q.  Who  are  "we?" — A.  Well,  I  saw  them  at  that  time,  after  the 
decision  was  rendered . 

Q.  By  the  Attorney-General? — A.  No,  sir;  after  the  Secretary 
had  rendered  the  award.  We  did  not  do  anything  until  after  the 
award  was 

Q.  What  award  do  you  mean? — A.  When  the  award  was  given  to 
the  Electric  Boat  Company,  7  boats,  and  the  five  hundred  and  odd 
thousand  dollars 

Q.  Was  it  originally  given  for  8  boats? — A.  While  the  award  was 
not  given,  but  the  award  was  recited  to  be  given,  and  when  the  Sec- 
retary held  the  matter  up  and  referred  it  to  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  After  the  Attorney-General  decided,  you  did  not  want  the  boats 
all  given  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company  %— A.  We  rested,  because  we 
did  not  know  what  the  decision  would,  be. 

Q.  But  after  the  decision,  I  am  talking  about. — A.  After  the  award 
was  made  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company  for  7  boats  and  seven  hun- 
dred thousand  and  odd  dollars,  or  whatever  it  was,  was  held  in  reserve 
for  us,  then  we  asked  our  Representatives  in  the  State  of  Connecticut, 
the  whole  of  them,  to  go  and  see  the  Secretary  about  it  to  see  that  we 
i  had — that  he  would  give  us  an  opportunity  to  appear  and  hear  our 
aide  of  the  case. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  make  the  request  of  the  Connecticut  dele- 
gation?— A.  Well,  simply  generally;  that  is  all. 

Q.  To  the  newspapers? — A.  No;  oh,  no;  personally. 

Q.  In  person? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  vou  see  them? — A.  We  saw  them  and  got  them 
together  here  at  the  hotel  for  that  purpose. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  them  together? — A.  Invited  them  to  come 
down  at  the  Hotel  Willard. 

Q.  How  did  you  invite  them? — A.  Why,  by  asking  them  to  come 
down. 

Q.  Did  you  engrave  the  invitations,  or  personally,  or  verbally? — 
A.  Just  went  around  and  seen  them,  I  guess. 

Q.  Did  you  see  them  personally  yourself? — A.  No;  I  did  not. 
I  Q.  Who  did?— A.  Well,  I  think  that  I  made  that  request  of  Neff 
or  Captain  Wallace  to  see  some  of  the  people  and  get  them  together, 
and  it  was  suggested  that  we  set  them  together  and  talk  the  matter 
oyer  and  see  if  there  was  anytning  that  could  be  done  in  the  way  of 
getting  a  hearing  before  the  Secretary. 

Q.  xou  think  Captain  Wallace  did  that? — A.  I  think  he  saw 
•ome  of  them;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  any  of  them? — A.  I  did  not  see  any  of  them  to  ask 
them  to  come  together;  no. 

Q.  In  whose  name  were  the  invitations  given  out? — A.  I  do  not 
know  as  it  was  in  anybody's  name,  but  I  get  that — I  had  them  come 
together,  that  is,  at  the  suggestion  of  people  that  I  went  and  seen, 
one  at  a  time,  and  they  said  we  had  better  get  them  together,  and 
I.  then,  and  at  whose  suggestion  it  was  I  don't  know,  but  at  least 
tney  were  called  together,  and  I  found  they  were  down  here,  and 
this  here  would  be  the  best  place  to  do  it. 

Q    Congress  was  in  session? — A.  I  don't  know 
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Q.  When  was  that? — A.  I  think  it  was  just  before — I  think  it 
was  during  the  recess  of  Congress  for — it  seems  to  me,  I  am  not  sure 
of  that — the  Christmas  holidays. 

Q.  Then  they  would  not  be  here  in  Washington.  Did  you  get 
them  purposely  to  come  here  from  Connecticut? — A.  Well,  it  was 
was  before  they  left,  I  guess.  It  must  have  been  just  before  they 
left;  that  is  right. 

Q.  What  time  was  it? — A.  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  What  month  was  it? — A.  It  must  have  been  in  the  month  of 
December. 

S.  Mr.  Lake,  you  remember  very  distinctly  the  things  Mr.  Ferry 
to  you  and  you  said  to  him  two  years  ago.  Can  not  vou  tell 
when  this  meeting  occurred? — A.  I  could  not  tell  the  date  of  it. 

Q.  In  last  December? — A.  I  could  not  give  the  date  of  it.  I  think 
it  must  have  been,  it  was  a  little  before  the  adjournment  for  Christ- 
mas. 

Q.  Did  they  all  come  together? — A.  No;  I  think  they  was  all 
there  except  Mr.  Lilley;  the  Connecticut  delegation,  except  Mr. 
Lilley. 

Q.  What? — A.  All  there  of  the  Connecticut  delegation,  except 
Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Don't  you  think  he  was  there? — A.  No;  I  know  he  was  not. 

Q.  It  has  been  testified  that  he  was  there. — A.  Well,  I  did  not  se« 
him. 

Q.  Didn't  you  ask  him  to  come? — A.  I  think  he  was  asked  tc 
come,  the  same  as  the  others.  They  were  all  asked  to  come  as  i 
delegation  from  the  State  of  Connecticut,  but  Mr.  Lilley  was  no< 
there. 

Q.  Why  didn't  he  come? — A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  that 
I  never  spoke  to  Mr.  Lilley  about  it  or  spoke  to  anybody  else  aboul 
it.     I  don't  know  why  he  did  not  come. 

Q.  If  you  did  not  speak  to  him  about  it,  probably  you  did  nal 
invite  him? — A.  I  did  not  personally,  but  I  have  no  doubt  but  whal 
he  was  invited.     Whether  hS  got  word  or  not  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  What  occurred  at  that  meeting? — A.  In  a  manner  we  talked 
over  the  situation  generally,  and  we  simply  said  that  we  wanted  U 
have  them  help  the  Connecticut — as  our  company  was  a  Connection 
enterprise,  we  wanted  them  to  see  that  our  interests  were  looked 
after. 

Q.  Where  is  your  company  incorporated? — A.  Our  company  i 
incorporated  under  the  laws  or  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Q.  Where  does  it  make  its  boats? — A.  It  made  the  first  boat,  an< 
the  only  boat  we  have  made  by  ourselves,  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Haven't  you  made  some  boats  or.  some  contracts,  and  do  nof 
your  bids  provide  for  making  boats  at  Bath,  Me.  %— A.  They  do  now 

Q.  Then  in  what  way  are  you  a  Bridgeport  or  Connecticut  insti 
tution? — A.  Simply  because  we  are  Bridgeport  men,  the  stock 
holders  are  Bridgeport  men,  and  our  main  office  is  in  Bridgepor 
and  has  always  been  in  Bridgeport.  Two-thirds,  or  possibly  more,  o 
our  stock  is  held  by  Bridgeport  people,  by  Connecticut  people,  there 
fore  it  is  a  Connecticut  concern.  We  buy  a  great  deal  of  our  mate 
rial  in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Does  your  company  take  a  considerable  interest  in  politics  ii 
Connecticut? — A.  No,  no;  not  that  I  know  of. 
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Q.  No  interest  at  all? — A.  Except  individually.  In  fact  I  do  not 
know  that.     I  do  not  know,  really,  all  of  our  stockholders. 

Q.  Is  it  generally  known  in  Connecticut  who  are  the  stockholders  in 
your  company? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is. 

Q.  I  was  wondering  how  you  would  have  sufficient  influence  to  call 
together  so  important  a  body  of  business  men  as  you  did  get  together 
at  that  Connecticut  interview. — A.  We  have  distributed  many  hun- 
dreds or  thousands  of  dollars  in  Bridgeport.  We  built  our  boat  there. 
:  Q.  You  built  a  boat  there? — A.  We  built  a  boat  there  that  we 
built  in  this  country. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that? — A.  Three  years  ago. 

Q.  What  boat  was  that?— A.  The  Protector  was  built  there.  And 
we  bought  all  of  our  material — in  fact,  all  we  can  buy  in  that  State, 
feod  always  have — and  are  now  shipping  it  over  to  the  other  side. 
!We  buy  a  great  deal  of  material  now  tnat  is  shipped  over  to  the  other 
ode  to  put  in  foreign  boats. 

'  Q.  You  are  buvmg  a  great  deal  of  that  in  Bridgeport? — A.  In 
Bridgeport  and  all  over  the  country. 

Q.  How  much  of  it  did  you  buy  in  Bridgeport? — A.  I  could  not 
give  any  figures. 

Q.  Who  do  you  buy  from  in  Bridgeport? — A.  Well,  we  buy  from 

Ihe  Pacific  Iron  Works  and  the 

I  Q.  You  don't  remember  anybody  in  Bridgeport,  then? — A.  We 
bought  all  of  our  small — a  great  deal  of  our  small  stuff  we  have  made 
fa  Bridgeport. 

i  Q.  AjkI  you  buy  a  good  deal  more  in  Bath  than  you  buy  in  Bridge- 
port?—A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What? — A.  We  do  not.     I  think  we  buy  our  propellers  in  Bath. 

Q.  You  buy  more  dollars'  worth  in  Bath  than  you  do  in  Bridge- 
port?—A  No;  we  never  have. 

Q.  You  buy  more  in  other  States  than  you  buy  in  Connecticut? — A. 

So;  we  buy  more  in  Connecticut  than  we  do  in  any  other  State;  in 
«t,  the  main  part 

S-  You  did  get  the  Connecticut  delegation  together  at  the  New 
ard  Hotel?— A.  Yes,  sir. 
I  Q.  You  had  influence  enough  to  do  that;  in  some  way  you  had 
Influence  enough  to  get  them  together;  that  is  right,  is  it? — A.  Yes, 
tor. 

Q.  Then  you  talked  the  matter  over? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
I  Q.  What  did  you  ask  them  to  do? — A.  We  simply  requested  that 
ttey  go  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Q.  And  do  what? — A.  And  tell  him  that  they  or  their  knowledge 
of  our  boats,  that  our  boat  was — that  they  knew  that  we  could  build 
fc  boat  and  knew  that  it  was  all  good,  and  all  that  kind  of  business, 
tod  to  simply  speak  a  good  word  for  the  Lake  Company  in  his  con- 
ftderation. 

Q.  Who  did  they  know  that  was  connected  with  the  boat? — A.  I 
i)  not  know.  I  suppose  they  know  most  of  our  stockholders ;  in  fact, 
ftev  knew  the  stockholders  there — well,  I  don't  know. 

Q.  They  knew  you  and  Simon  Lake,  that  is  about  all? — A.  Oh,  no; 
tbev  knew  others  better  than  thOT  did  us. 

Q.  Who  were  the  others? — A.  I  could  not  give  the  specific  names. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  the  names  of  those  prominent  Connect- 
icut People  that  evervbodv  knew  were  stockholders? — A.  Well,'  I 
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Q  When  was  that?— A.  I  think  it  was  just  before— I  think  it 
was  during  the  recess  of  Congress  for— it  seems  to  me,  I  am  not  sure 
of  that— the  Christmas  holidays  #  . 

O  Then  they  would  not  be  here  m  Washington.  Did  you  get 
them  purposely  to  come  here  from  Connecticut  *— A.  Well,  it  was 
was  before  they  left,  I  guess.  It  must  have  been  just  before  they 
left;  that  is  right.       . 

Q.  What  time  was  ltl — A.  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  What  month  was  it*— A.  It  must  have  been  in  the  month  of 

3   Mr  Lake,  you  remember  very  distinctly  the  things  Mr.  Fenj 
to  you  and  you  said  to  him  two  years  ago.    Can  not  you  teB 
when  this  meeting  occurred*— A.  I  could  not  tell  the  date  of  it 

O  In  last  December*— A.  I  could  not  give  the  date  of  it.  I  think 
it  must  have  been,  it  was  a  little  before  the  adjournment  for  Chris*. 

mo'  Did  they  all  come  together*— A.  No;  I  think  they  was  aH 
there  except  Mr.  Lilley;  the  Connecticut  delegation,   except  Mr. 

QyWhat*— A.  All  there  of  the  Connecticut  delegation,  except 

M0LDon;«  you  think  he  was  there *— A   No ;  I  know _  he  was  not. 
q!  It  has  been  testified  that  he  was  there.— A.  Well,  I  did  not  se« 

hio'  Didn't  vou  ask  him  to  come?— A.  I  think  he  was  asked  to 
come  the  same  as  the  others.  They  were  all  asked  to  come  as  a 
delegation  from  the  State  of  Connecticut,  but  Mr.  Lilley  was  nol 

^fT'whv  didn't  he  come*— A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  that 
I  never  spoke  to  Mr.  Lilley  about  it  or  spoke  to  anybody  else  abort 

Vj.  yvnai  ut£"»  TOTiftrallv  and  we  simply  said  that  we  wanted  U 
over  the  »*«^^2S&«S-i  our  company  was  a  Connecticd 
SS  wtwanteHhemto  see  that  ou?  interests  were  lookl 

aftn' Where  is  your  company  incorporated *-A  Our  company  H 
Q.  \\  here  is i  yuu .  t»     j        g        of  New  jersey. 

incorporated  ""^/^SL  boats  *-A.  It  made  the  first  boat,  and 

y  Q.  Then  in  what  way  are  you  a  ^ngjJ      ort  men    the  stocfi 

tutfon?-A.  Simply  because  *e  are  JMg  p^  ^  ., 

holders  are  Bndgeport  mej  and  our        ^         ^ Dlymo„^ 

and  has  »lw*^>?^m.?n^KODle  by  Connecticut  people,  there* 
our  stock  is  held  by  Bridgeport  people  oy  o  ^  ^  ^ 

fore  it  is  ft  Connecticut  concern.     >ve  »uy     g 
rial  in  Bridgeport.  considerable  interest  in  politics  il 

n  Q-  "$!$* no-  ntt  thatTknow  of.  I 

Connecticut  no,  nun  ■ 
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Q.  No  interest  at  all? — A.  Except  individually.  In  fact  I  do  not 
know  that.     I  do  not  know,  really,  all  of  our  stockholders. 

Q.  Is  it  generally  known  in  Connecticut  who  are  the  stockholders  in 
jour  company? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is. 

Q.  I  was  wondering  how  you  would  have  sufficient  influence  to  call 
together  so  important  a  body  of  business  men  as  you  did  get  together 
at  that  Connecticut  interview. — A.  We  have  distributed  many  hun- 
dreds or  thousands  of  dollars  in  Bridgeport.  We  built  our  boat  there. 
!  Q.  You  built  a  boat  there? — A.  We  built  a  boat  there  that  we 
built  in  this  country. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that? — A.  Three  years  ago. 

Q.  What  boat  was  that? — A.  The  Protector  was  built  there.  And 
we  bought  all  of  our  material — in  fact?  all  we  can  buy  in  that  State, 
tad  always  have — and  are  now  shipping  it  over  to  the  other  side. 
fWe  buy  a  great  deal  of  material  now  that  is  shipped  over  to  the  other 
aide  to  put  in  foreign  boats. 

i  Q.  You  are  buvmg  a  great  deal  of  that  in  Bridgeport? — A.  In 
Bridgeport  and  all  over  the  country. 

Q.  How  much  of  it  did  you  buy  in  Bridgeport? — A.  I  could  not 
give  any  figures. 

Q.  Who  do  you  buy  from  in  Bridgeport? — A.  Well,  we  buy  from 

fche  Pacific  Iron  Works  and  the 

i  Q.  You  don't  remember  anybodv  in  Bridgeport,  then? — A.  We 
bought  all  of  our  small — a  great  deal  of  our  small  stuff  we  have  made 
fa  Bridgeport. 

\  Q.  Aid  you  buy  a  good  deal  more  in  Bath  than  you  buy  in  Bridge- 
port!— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What? — A.  We  do  not.     I  think  we  buy  our  propellers  in  Bath. 

Q.  You  buy  more  dollars'  worth  in  Bath  than  you  do  in  Bridge- 
port?— A.  No;  we  never  have. 

Q.  You  buy  more  in  other  States  than  you  buy  in  Connecticut  ? — A. 
No;  we  buy  more  in  Connecticut  than  we  do  in  any  other  State;  in 

pet,  the  main  part 

.0.  You  did  get  the  Connecticut  delegation  together  at  the  New 
iTillard  Hotel?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  influence  enough  to  do  that;  in  some  way  you  had 
ftfluence  enough  to  get  them  together;  that  is  right,  is  it? — A.  Yes, 

Q.  Then  you  talked  the  matter  over? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
I  Q.  What  did  you  ask  them  to  do? — A.  We  simply  requested  that 
Bwv  go  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

t  <$.  And  do  what? — A.  And  tell  him  that  they  or  their  knowledge 
H  our  boats,  that  our  boat  was — that  they  knew  that  we  could  build 
I  boat  and  knew  that  it  was  all  good,  and  all  that  kind  of  business, 
kid  to  simply  speak  a  good  word  for  the  Lake  Company  in  his  con- 
■deration. 

\  Q.  Who  did  they  know  that  was  connected  with  the  boat  ?^— A.  I 
Id  not  know.     I  suppose  they  know  most  of  our  stockholders ;  in  fact, 
fhev  knew  the  stockholders  there — well,  I  don't  know. 
K  (J.  They  knew  you  and  Simon  Lake,  that  is  about  all? — A.  Oh,  no; 
■lev  knew  others  better  than  they  did  us. 

a.  Who  were  the  others? — A.  I  could  not  give  the  specific  names. 
.  You  do  not  remember  the  names  of  those  prominent  Connect- 
i  "^oplft  that  evervbodv  knew  were  stockholders? — A.  Well,*  I 
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Q.  When  was  that? — A.  I  think  it  was  just  before — I  think  it 
was  during  the  recess  of  Congress  for — it  seems  to  me,  I  am  not  sure 
of  that — the  Christmas  holidays. 

Q.  Then  they  would  not  be  here  in  Washington.  Did  you  get 
them  purposely  to  come  here  from  Connecticut? — A.  Well,  it  was 
was  before  they  left,  I  guess.  It  must  have  been  just  before  they 
left;  that  is  right. 

Q.  What  time  was  it? — A.  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  What  month  was  it? — A.  It  must  have  been  in  the  month  of 
December. 

S.  Mr.  Lake,  you  remember  very  distinctly  the  things  Mr.  Ferry 
to  you  and  you  said  to  him  two  years  ago.  Can  not  you  tell 
when  this  meeting  occurred? — A.  I  could  not  tell  the  date  of  it. 

Q.  In  last  December? — A.  I  could  not  give  the  date  of  it.  I  think 
it  must  have  been,  it  was  a  little  before  tne  adjournment  for  Christ- 
mas. 

Q.  Did  they  all  come  together? — A.  No;  I  think  they  was  all 
there  except  Mr.  Lilley;  the  Connecticut  delegation,  except  Mr. 
Lilley. 

Q.  What? — A.  All  there  of  the  Connecticut  delegation,  except 
Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Don' If  you  think  he  was  there? — A.  No;  I  know  he  was  not. 

Q.  It  has  been  testified  that  he  was  there. — A.  Well,  I  did  not  see 
him. 

Q.  Didn't  you  ask  him  to  come? — A.  I  think  he  was  asked  to 
come,  the  same  as  the  others.  They  were  all  asked  to  come  as  a 
delegation  from  the  State  of  Connecticut,  but  Mr.  Lilley  was  not 
there. 

Q.  Why  didn't  he  come? — A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  that. 
I  never  spoke  to  Mr.  Lilley  about  it  or  spoke  to  anybody  else  about 
it.     I  don't  know  why  he  did  not  come. 

Q.  If  you  did  not  speak  to  him  about  it,  probably  you  did  not 
invite  him?— A.  I  did  not  personally,  but  I  have  no  doubt  but  what 
he  was  invited.     Whether  hS  got  word  or  not  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  What  occurred  at  that  meeting?— A.  In  a  manner  we  talked 
over  the  situation  generally,  and  we  simply  said  that  we  wanted  to 
have  them  help  the  Connecticut — as  our  company  was  a  Connecticut 
enterprise,  we  wanted  them  to  see  that  our  interests  were  looked 
after. 

Q.  Where  is  your  company  incorporated? — A.  Our  company  is 
incorporated  under  the  laws  or  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Q.  Where  does  it  make  its  boats? — A.  It  made  the  first  boat,  and 
the  only  boat  we  have  made  by  ourselves,  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Haven't  you  made  some  boats  or.  some  contracts,  and  do  not 
your  bids  provide  for  making  boats  at  Bath,  Me.  ? — A.  They  do  now. 

Q.  Then  in  what  way  are  you  a  Bridgeport  or  Connecticut  insti- 
tution?— A.  Simply  because  we  are  Bridgeport  men,  the  stock- 
holders are  Bridgeport  men,  and  our  main  office  is  in  Bridgeport 
and  has  always  been  in  Bridgeport.  Two-thirds,  or  possibly  more,  of 
our  stock  is  held  by  Bridgeport  people,  by  Connecticut  people,  there- 
fore it  is  a  Connecticut  concern.  We  buy  a  great  deal  of  our  mate- 
rial in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Does  your  company  take  a  considerable  interest  in  politics  in 
Connecticut? — A.  No,  no;  not  that  I  know  of. 
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Q.  No  interest  at  all? — A.  Except  individually.  In  fact  I  do  not 
know  that.     I  do  not  know,  really,  all  of  our  stockholders. 

Q.  Is  it  generally  known  in  Connecticut  who  are  the  stockholders  in 
your  company? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is. 

Q.  I  was  wondering  how  you  would  have  sufficient  influence  to  call 
together  so  important  a  body  of  business  men  as  you  did  get  together 
at  that  Connecticut  interview. — A.  We  have  distributed  many  hun- 
dreds or  thousands  of  dollars  in  Bridgeport.     We  built  our  boat  there. 

Q.  You  built  a  boat  there? — A.  We  built  a  boat  there  that  we 
built  in  this  country. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that? — A.  Three  years  ago. 

Q.  What  boat  was  that?— A.  The  Protector  was  built  there.  And 
we  bought  all  of  our  material — in  fact,  all  we  can  buy  in  that  State, 
tad  always  have — and  are  now  shipping  it  over  to  the  other  side. 
We  buy  a  great  deal  of  material  now  that  is  shipped  over  to  the  other 
side  to  put  in  foreign  boats. 

Q.  You  are  buvmg  a  great  deal  of  that  in  Bridgeport? — A.  In 
Bridgeport  and  all  over  the  country. 

Q.  How  much  of  it  did  you  buy  in  Bridgeport? — A.  I  could  not 
give  any  figures. 

Q.  Who  do  you  buy  from  in  Bridgeport? — A.  Well,  we  buy  from 
the  Pacific  Iron  Works  and  the 

Q.  You  don't  remember  anybodv  in  Bridgeport,  then? — A.  We 
bought  all  of  our  small — a  great  deal  of  our  small  stuff  we  have  made 
in  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Ana  you  buy  a  good  deal  more  in  Bath  than  you  buy  in  Bridge- 
port?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What? — A.  We  do  not.     I  think  we  buy  our  propellers  in  Bath. 

Q.  You  buy  more  dollars'  worth  in  Bath  than  you  do  in  Bridge- 
port?—A.  No;  we  never  have. 

Q.  You  buy  more  in  other  States  than  you  buy  in  Connecticut? — A. 
No;  we  buy  more  in  Connecticut  than  we  do  in  any  other  State;  in 
fact,  the  main  part 

Q.  You  did  get  the  Connecticut  delegation  together  at  the  New 
Willard  Hotel?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  influence  enough  to  do  that;  in  some  way  you  had 
influence  enough  to  get  them  together;  that  is  right,  is  it? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Then  you  talked  the  matter  over? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  ask  them  to  do? — A.  We  simply  requested  that 
thev  go  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Q.  And  do  what? — A.  And  tell  him  that  they  or  their  knowledge 
of  our  boats,  that  our  boat  was — that  they  knew  that  we  could  build 
a  boat  and  knew  that  it  was  all  good,  and  all  that  kind  of  business, 
and  to  simply  speak  a  good  word  for  the  Lake  Company  in  his  con- 
sideration. 

Q.  Who  did  they  know  that  was  connected  with  the  boat? — A.  I 
do  not  know.  I  suppose  they  know  most  of  our  stockholders ;  in  fact, 
thev  knew  the  stockholders  there — well,  I  don't  know. 

<J.  They  knew  you  and  Simon  Lake,  that  is  about  all? — A.  Oh,  no; 
thev  knew  others  better  than  they  did  us. 

Q.  Who  were  the  others? — A.  1  could  not  give  the  specific  names. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  the  names  of  those  prominent  Connect- 
icut people  that  evervbodv  knew  were  stockholders? — A.  Well,  I 
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would  say  Captain  Wallace  knows;  that  Captain  Wallace  is  one,  but 
I  don't  know 

Q.  You  do  not  know  the  others? — A.  No;  not  to  call  off  their 
names. 

Q.  But  the  Connecticut  delegation  probably  knew  more  about  the 
list  of  stockholders  than  you  did;  is  that  what  you  wish  us  to  under- 
stand?— A.  I  do  not  know  about  that.  We  have  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  one  hundred  stockholders  in  the  State  of  Connecticut. 

Q.  Who  are  the  ten  principal  ones  %— A.  I  know 

Q.  Did  you  write  to  any  of  these  stockholders  to  bring  their  influ- 
ence to  bear  on  the  Connecticut  delegation? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  telephone  any  of  them  ? — A.  Not  one. 

Q.  Did  you  telegraph  any  of  them  ? — A.  No. 

Q-  Or  see  any  of  them  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  send  messages  to  any  one  of  them? — A.  No;  only  Mr.  Wal- 
lace.    I  had  not  anything  to  So  with  that. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Captain  Wallace  to  see  the  others? — A.  Yes;  I 
asked  Captain  Wallace  to  see  if  we  could  get  them  together. 

Q.  To  see  these  other  stockholders  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  To  get  the  stockholders  together? — A.  No;  I  don't  know  who 
he  has  seen,  or  what  stockholder  ne  has  seen. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  or  get  word  to  him  to  see  the  other  stock- 
holders or  any  of  them?  You  know  whether  you  did  or  not?  Let 
us  have  it. — A.  Well,  I  presume — no;  I  don't  know  whether  I  told 
him  to  see  the  .other  stockholders  or  not. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  to  him  to  see  them? — A.  I  suggested  to  him 
it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  get  them 

Q.  To  get  tne  other  stockholders  interested? — A.  To  get  the  other 
delegation  together. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  to  him  that  he  should  get  the  other  stock- 
holders to  help  get  the  other  delegation  together?— A.  No. 

Q.  Then  the  stockholders  don't  cut  any  figure  ? — A.  I  don't  think 
they  did.     I  don't  know  whether  he  seen  any  of  them  or  not. 

Q.  Then  you  took  that  matter  up  at  this  meeting,  and  you  asked 
them  to  go  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  did  you?— A.  I  think  that 
was  suggested;  I  don't  know  whether  they  were  specially  asked  to  go. 

Q.  It  was  suggested? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  they  go  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  All  of  them  ? — A.  No ;  I  don't  know ;  I  guess  they  did  not  all  go. 

Q.  Did  not  Mr.  Lilley  go? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  When  did  he  go? — A.  He  did  not  go  with  the  delegation  that 
went.  When  the  delegation  went — oh,  I  think  there  were  three  or 
four  of  the  delegation  that  went. 

Q.  When  diaMr.  Lilley  go  ? — A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  it. 

Q.  You  know  he  did  go  ?— A.  I  understood  he  did  go;  but  I  haven't 
it  from  him.     I  heard  that  he  did. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  hear  it;  Mr.  Neff,  didn't  you? — A.  I  think 
Mr.  Neff  told  me  that  he  had  been  there.  I  don't  know  of  my  own 
knowledge. 

Q.  You  don't  know  Mr.  Lilley  yourself,  do  you? — A.  I  know  Mr. 
Lilley;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  what  followed? — A.  Well,  they  went  into  negotiations,  and 
my  son  took  the  matter  up,  and  I  telephoned  when  I  thought  there 
was. a  likelihood  of  there  being  a  contract.     I  am  not  a  technical  man 
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at  all,  and  I  know  nothing  about  the  mechanical  side  of  the  matter,  so 
I  cabled  for  my  son  to  come  over,  and  he  came  over  and  took  charge  of 
the  matter,  and  I  have  had  nothing  more  to  do  with  it,  and  have  never 
had  anything  to  do  nor  consulted  it 

Q.  When  did  your  son  arrive  here? — A.  Let  me  see;  some  time  the 
latter  part  of  February. 

Q.  This  year?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  meantime  you  had  asked  Mr.  Lilley  to  telegraph  and 
write  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  hadn't  you,  while  ne  was  in 
California? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  was  asked  to  after  the  decision  of  the 
Attorney-General  had  been  rendered,  and  Mr.  Lilley  was  asked  by 
Mr.  Neff— I  didn't  see  Mr.  Lilley — in  fact  I  have  not  seen  Mr.  Lilley 
since  this  matter  has  been  up  to  say  anything  about  it  either  one 
way  or  the  other. 

Q.  I  haven't  asked  you  that. — A.  Oh,  then  I  want  to  correct 
myself.  I  remember  now  that  Mr.  Lilley  did  go  with  the  rest  to 
see  the  Secretary,  but  he  was  not  at  our  meeting.  I  want  to  cor- 
rect myself.  I  remember  Mr.  Lilley  was  with  the  rest  to  see  the 
Secretary. 

Q.  He  was  not  at  the  luncheon? — A.  He  was  not  at  the  luncheon, 
but  he  was  with  the  others 

Q.  He  went  with  the  others  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  behalf 
of  vour  company? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  also  telegraphed  and  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in 
behalf  of  your  company,  didn't  he? — A.  Yes;  I  believe  he  did. 

Q.  That  was  at  tne  request  of  Mr.  Neff  ? — A.  That  was  at  the  request 
rf  Mr.  Neff . 

Q.  Mr.  Neff  requested  him  at  your  suggestion? — A.  Well,  I  had — 
of  course  Mr.  Neff  did  it  in  our  behalf  ana  in  our  employ,  of  course. 

Q.  And  after  talking  with  you  about  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

(I  Did  you  give  him  any  letter  to  Mr.  Lilley  when  Mr.  Neff  went  to 
tteMr.  Lilley  at  Waterbury? — A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  You  assume  that  Mr.  Neff  knew  Mr.  Lilley  ? — A.  I  think  he  did 
bow  him,  because  Mr.  Neff  knew  all  of  the  Congressmen. 

A  recess  was  here  taken  until  2.30  p.  m. 

The  committee  met  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess  at  2.30  p.  m. 

All  members  were  present  except  Mr.  Broussard. 

TESTIMONY  OF  J.  C.  LAKE— Resumed. 

J.  C.  Lake,  being  recalled,  on  being  examined,  testified  as  follows: 
By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Then,  after  that  telegram  and  those  letters  were  sent  by  Mr. 
lilley  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  who  was  then  in  the  West,  Mr. 
Lffley  came  to  Washington  and  saw  the  Secretary  on  his  return,  did 
lie  not? — A.  At  the  time  the  other  Congressman  did. 

Q.  Didn't  he  come  once  in  the  meantime  to  see  them  ? — A.  That  I 
have  no  personal  knowledge  of. 

Q.  You  do  not  know? — A.  That  is  what  I  had^reference  to  when  I 
Mid  that  he  might  have  been  to  see  him. 

Q.  About  what  was  the  date  when  the  delegation  went  to  see  the 
Secretary? — A.  It  must  have  been  early  after  the  reconvening  of 
Congress  after  the  recess. 
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Q.  Probably  in  January,  1908? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  the  contract  granted? — A.  I  could  not  give  the  date, 
but  it  was  some  part  early  in  February,  1908. 

Q.  How  did  you  first  learn  that  it  had  been  awarded  your  com- 
pany?— A.  Well,  I  don't  know  whether — we  received  notice  of  it  or 
received  a  contract — why.  I  think  Mr.  Simon  Lake  told  me  when  they 
signed  the  contract.  I  tnink  he  told  me  when  he  came  back  after 
the  contracts  were  signed.     I  was  not  there  at  the  time. 

Q.  Did  you  have  anything  further  to  do  with  the  details  of  the 
contract? — A.  No,  sir;  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  details. 

Q.  What  effort  did  you  make,  if  any,  to  secure  legislation  this 
year  favorable  to  submarines? — A.  I  have  had  nothing  to  do  with 
any  legislation  this  year. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  Representative  Kahn,  of  California? — A. 
No,  sir;  I  nave  not  seen  Representative  Kahn,  of  California,  since — 
never  but  once,  I  believe,  and  that  was  when  the  former  Congress  was 
pending,  when  he  first  put  his  bill  in. 

Q.  That  was  in  the  last  session? — A.  Either  last  session  or  the  ses- 
sion before  that,  I  don't  know  which. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  talk  with  any  Members  of  the  present  Coa- 
gress  with  reference  to  legislation  relating  to  submarines?— A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Have  not  talked  with  any  Member  of  Congress? — A.  Not  about 
submarines? 

Q.  What  have  you  talked  with  them  about? — A.  I  do  not  recollect 
of  speaking  to  a  Congressman,  in  that  way,  except  the  time  that  they 
went  to  see  the  Secretary.  I  was  there,  but  I  diet  not  go  in  with  them, 
but  I  walked  up  with  them. 

Q.  Have  you  written  to  any  Congressmen  with  reference  to  legis- 
lation?— A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you,  or  has  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  so  far  as  you 
know,  taken  any  part  in  securing  the  election  of  any  member  of  the 
Naval  Committee  of  the  Sixtieth  Congress? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  it  take  part  in  attempting  to  defeat  any  candidate  for 
Congress? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  of  any  attempt  of  that  kind  having  been  made  by 
anybody — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Either  to  elect  a  man  who  is  now  a  member  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee or  to  defeat  any  such  member? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  effort  having  been  made  or  attempt  to 
defeat  the  renomination  of  any  prseent  member  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mission or  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  Representative  Lilley,  of  Con- 
necticut?— A.  Well,  I  suppose  about  a  year, 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  nim? — A.  I  think  I  first  met  him  in  Wash- 
ington. 

Q.  When? — A.  About  a  year  ago,  when  this  legislation  was  on. 
I  called  to  see  him  one  morning  about  it,  and  he  was  just  coming  out, 
and  I  walked  down  the  street  with  him  to  the  Capitol.  He  said  he 
was  coming  down  to%the  Capitol,  and  I  talked  with  him,  in  a  general 
way  about  that  legislation — whether  we  would  have  a  chance  to  bid  or 
whether  the  legislation  would  be  apt  to  be  restricted,  and  prohibitory 
from  our  compliance  as  it  has  been. 

Q.  That  was  in  1907?— A.  1906. 
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Q.  Who  introduced  vou  to  him? — A.  I  don't  think  anybody  did. 

Q.  Did  you  just  walk  up,  a  perfect  stranger,  and  address  him? — 
A  I  may  have  met  him  before  that.  I  stopped  at  the  Cochran,  and 
I  may  have  met  him  before,  but  I  do  not  remember. 

0.  Was  he  living  at  the  Cochran? — A.  No;  he  was  living  at  the 
Wiilard;  but  I  had  seen  him  around  the  Cochran, 

Q.  Did  he  not  live  at  the  Cochran  when  he  first  came  here? — 
A.  Ifot  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  But  you  saw  him  around  the  Cochran? — A.  I  have  seen  him 
around  the  Cochran, 

Q.  How  did  you  know  it  was  Representative  Lilley? — A.  Well, 
when  I  went  to  "see  him,  I  supposed  that — general  knowledge. 

Q.  You  supposed  what? — A.  I  supposed  I  had  seen  him  oefore. 

Q.  The  first  time  you  went  to  see  him  you  supposed  you  had  seen 
him  before  I— A.  I  say  when  I  went  to  see  him  on  this  particular  occa- 
sion I  had  seen  him  at  the  Cochran. 

Q.  Where  did  you  go  to  see  him? — A.  At  the  Wiilard.    # 

Q.  That  was  in  1906?— A.  I  think  that  was  probably  1906. 

Q.  You  had  met  him  before  that? — A.  No;  I  may  have  met  him 
before,  but  I  called  at  his  room,  and  I  met  him,  as  I  say.  We  walked 
down  the  street,  and  I  asked  him  what  the  probability  was  of  the  sub- 
marine legislation,  whether  there  would  be  any  or  not,  and  he  said  he 
did  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  wait  until  after  you  got  on  the  street  before  you  asked 
that  question? — A.  Yes,  I  think  that  was  in  the  lobby;  he  was  just 
coming  out,  in  fact  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  they  called  up  to  the 
room,  and  said  he  would  be  down,  and  I  came  out.  and  he  said  he 
was  coming  down,  and  he  asked  me  to  come  out,  ana  I  walked  down 
with  him. 

r3Q.  You  told  him  who  you  were,  or  he  knew  who  you  were,  one  or 
the  other?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  it? — A.  He  said  that  he  did  not  know 
much  about  it.  He  said  that  he  did  not  know  much  about  either  one 
of  the  boats.     That  is,  he  did  not  know  anything  about  our  boat. 

Q.  He  had  not  been  down  in  your  boat  at  that  time? — A.  He  had 
not  been  down  in  our  boat. 

Q.  When  did  he  go  down  in  it? — A.  He  went  down  in  our  boat 
sometime — well,  it  must  have  been  last  year. 
1907?— A.  1907. 

How  did  he  happen  to  go? — A.  By  invitation. 
Written  or  verbal? — A.  Oh,  I  am  inclined  to  think  I  had  spoken 
to  &im  about  it  several  times,  to  go  down.     I  know  I  have  asked 
several  Congressmen  if  they  did  not  want  to  go  down  some  time, 
and  I  do  not  remember  writing  to  him  about  it  now. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  where  you  spoke  to  him  about  it? — A.  No, 
but  he  and  several  others  had  been  talking  about  going  down  in  our 
boat  for  some  time,  and  then  I  said  that  we  were  running  the  boat 
occasionally,  and  then  we  arranged  for  him  to  go  down  at  such  a  time. 

Q.  At  this  first  time  you  met  him  in  1906,  when  you  talked  to  him 
about  it,  did  you  urge  him  to  oppose  an  appropriation  for  sub- 
marines?— A.  So,  sir. 

Q.  Did  vou  urge  him  to  favor  an  appropriation? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
only  asked  him  that  if  there  was  any  legislation  to  come  up  that  it 
be-^-that  we  desired  to  have  it  open  and  free,  so  that  we  could  have  a 
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chance  to  get  in,  and  it  would  not  be  prohibitory  or  exclusive.     That 
is  the  only  consideration  I  ever  asked  of  any  man  in  Congress. 

S.  How  did  Mr.  Lilley  vote  upon  that* proposition? — A.  That  I 
d  not  say. 

Q.  You  never  heard  ? — A.  I  probably  did  hear — but  that — I  think 
at  the  time  that  passed  the  House  it  was  open  legislation  at  that  time. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  how  he  voted  on  it? — A.  Well,  I  think  that 
that  went  through — well,  it  was  pretty  open  legislation. 

Q.  Somebody  must  have  voted  for  it? — A.  Well,  they  all  voted  for 
it,  and  I  say  there  was  no  restriction 

Q.  We  are  not  asking  about  legislation,  but  do  you  know  how  Mr. 
Lilley  voted  on  it  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  of  my  own  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  how  he  voted  on  it? — A.  If  I  did,  I  have 
forgotten. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  him  about  his  vote? — A.  No;  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  meet  Mr.  Lilley  after  that  time  you  walked 
up  the  street  with  him? — A.  Probably  the  only  time  I  ever  seen  Mr. 
Lilley- to  talk  with  him  was  when  he  was  down  on  our  boat. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  him  about  legislation  at  that  time? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Or  about  the  merits  of  your  boat? — A.  Well,  I  explained  the 
boat,  showed  him  how  she  acted,  and  all  that  kind  of  thing,  and  I 
presume  that  he  took  quite  a  considerable  interest  in  it  in  asking 
questions,  and  I  showed  him. 

Q.  Since  then  he  has  been  rather  friendly  to  your  boat? — A.  I  do 
not  know  that  he  has.  I  got  the  impression  that  he  has  not  been; 
that  he  thought  our  boat  was  all  right  as  far  as  it  goes,  but  whether 
he  has  been  m  favor  of  submarine  boats,  he  has  never  said  so  to  me, 
and  I  never  discussed  the  question  of  submarine  boats  particularly 
with  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  He  helped  get  the  contract  for  your  boat? — A.  I  don't  know 
anything  about  that.  He  went  up  there  to  see  the  Secretary,  but  I 
did  not  go  in  with  them  to  the  Secretary,  and  what  they  said  to  the 
Secretary  I  know  nothing. 

Q.  He  wrote  and  telegraphed  the  Secretary  about  it  at  your 
request? — A.  Yes;  he  asked  the  Secretary  to  give  the  thing  consider- 
ation. 

Q.  Then  he  went  up  to  see  him  at  your  request? — A.  No — well, 
yes;  this  last  time  they  went  up  to  see  him  at  our  request. 

Q.  You  do  not  understand  that  he  opposed  granting  the  contract 
to  you? — A.  I  do  not  understand  anything  about  it. 

Q.  You  would  not  have  asked  him  to  go  up  if  you  had  not  expected 
him  to  favor  a  contract? — A.  I  suppose  ne  aid,  and  I  have  no  knowl- 
edge but  what  he  did  and  I  have  no  knowledge  what  he  said. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  him  ?  You  saw  him  then  the  time  you 
went  down  in  the  boat,  when  did  you  next  see  him  ? — A.  I  think  the 
next  time  was  at  the  Secretary's,  and  the  time  he  went  to  see  the  Sec- 
retary— about  the  1st  of  Januarv,  1908. 

O/When  did  vou  see  him  after  that? — A,  I  don't  think  I  have 
spoken  to  Mr.  Lilley  from  that  time  to  this. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  had  any  correspondence  with  Mr.  Lilley  t — A. 
None  whatever.     Nor  in  regard  to  submarines. 

Q.  You  are  very  positive  you  never  had  any  correspondence  with 
Mr.  lilley  at  all  with  reference  to  submarine  boats  1—A.  I  have  no 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288.  1237 

recollection  of  writing  a  word  to  Mr.  Lilley  with  reference  to  submarine 
boats. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  you  did  write  to  Representative  Lilley 
asking  him  to  intercede  in  that  contract? — A.   In  that  contract? 

Q.  i  es. — A.  No ;  I  do  not  know.  I  think  there  was  a  letter  writ- 
ten to  Mr.  Lilley  in  regard  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy — saying  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Q.  Who  wrote  that  letter? — A.  I  probably  may  have  signed  that 
letter;  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  think  now  you  may  have  signed  a  letter  to  him? — A.  I 
understood  you  to  say  in  regard 

Q.  I  asked  you  if  you  had  ever  had  any  correspondence  with  him 
at  all,  and  you  said,  no. — A.  I  have  said  that  he  was  requested  to  cor- 

Tnd  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  regard  to  the  contract. 
Mr.  Neff  has  testified  that  he  went  up  to  see  him? — A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  Didn't  you  also  write  him? — A.  I  may  have  sent  to  Mr.  Neff  a 
letter  of  introduction,  and  yet  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Didn't  you  write  him  a  letter,  asking  him  to  take  up  the  matter 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  help  you  get  a  contract? — A.  I 
don't  think  so,  in  regard  to  getting  a  contract. 

Q.  If  Mr.  lilley  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  saying  that 
Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  writes  me,  probably  you  did  write  him?— A.  That 
would  signify  that  I  did;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  think  you  did? — A.  I  say  I  may  have  written  to  him 
to  that  effect. 

Q.  You  did,  didn't  you? — A.  No;  I  don't  know  it. 

Q.  Who  would  know  if  you  wrote  if  you  do  not? — A.  The  only  way 
I  could  find  out  is  to  go  over  the  files.  I  know  that  Mr.  Neff  went  to 
see  him  in  regard  to  that,  but  whether  I  sent  a  letter  to  him  or  not,  I 
don't  know. 

Q.  Are  you  quite  as  positive  now  as  you  were  a  moment  ago  that 
you  did  not  write  him?— A.  No;  I  am  not  positive  I  did  not,  and  I 
am  not  positive  that  I  did. 

Q.  You  rather  think  you  did,  don't  you? — A.  Well,  it  is  to  be 
inferred;  probably  it  is  a  natural  thing  for  me  to  have  done,  when 
Mr.  Neff  went  up  there,  and  I  think  I  should  have  had  no  hesitation 
in  writing  and  asking  him  as  a  Representative  to  do  it. 

Q.  You  knew  him  well  enough  for  that,  didn't  you? — A.  Knew 
what! 

Q.  You  knew  Mr.  Lilley  well  enough? — A.  I  would  not  know  any 
of  the  Representatives  so  I  would  fed  I  had  a  right  to  ask  them  to 
do  any  anything. 

Q.  I  say  you  knew  him  well  enough  to  write  to  him? — A.  I  did 
know  him  well  enough  to  write  to  him  because  I  had  seen  him.  He 
h»  been  aboard  our  boat. 

Q.  And  if  he  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  the  effect  that 
you  had  written  him,  then  you  wrote  him? — A.  I  must  have. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  give  us  a  copy  of  that  letter.  You  keep  a  letter- 
press copy,  don't  you %— A.  I  presume  so,  if  there  was  a  letter  writ- 
ten I  suppose  there  was  a  press  copy  of  it,  undoubtedly*. 

Q.  Will  you  look  that  up  and  let  us  have  it?—- A.  AH  right. 

#Q.  What  do  you  know  about  the  effort  made  by  your  company  to 
disseminate  information  to  Members  of  Congress  by  newspaper  arti- 
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cles  or  magazine  articles  or  postal  cards  or  literature  of  any  kind? — 
A.  Of  my  own  knowledge  I  know  very  little. 

Q.  Let  us  have  what  little  you  do  know? — A.  I  believe  a  sugges- 
tion has  been — an  effort  has  been  carried  on,  whether  very  system- 
atic or  not  I  do  not  know,  but  it  was  not  under  my  supervision  and  I 
have  had  nothing;  to  do  with  that  part  of  the  business. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  about  it  with  other  officers  of  the  company? — A. 
I  have  heard  it  talked  about,  yes. 

Q.  You  knew  is  was  going  on? — A.  I  knew  it  was  going  on  to  a 
limited  extent.  I  personally — I  have  had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 
That  has  been  carried  on  I  guess  mostly  from  the  other  side — mostly, 
what  there  has  been  done. 

Q.  Carried  from  the  other  side? — A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  Were  newspaper  and  magazine  articles  for  effect  or  influence 
carried  on  from  the  other  side? — A.  Yes,  there  have  been  clippings 
kept  of  newspapers,  and  we  have  had  clippings,  and  we  have  them, 
and  keep  them  there,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  concerted  action 
particularly  of  disseminating  them  or  distributing  them  around 
generally,  for  some  time. 

Q.  You  just  had  them  in  the  newspapers,  and  you  did  not  trouble 
to  disseminate  them?— A.  No. 

Q.  What  newspaper  did  you  have  them  published  in? — A.  I  don't 
know. 

Q.  You  have  the  clippings? — A.  Yes;  we  have  the  clippings  from 
different  newspapers. 

Q.  Where  are  those  clippings? — A.  I  presume  they  are  in  the  office. 

Q.  What  office? — A.  In  the  Washington  office. 

Q.  What  newspapers  have  you  caused  publications  to  be  placed 
in? — A.  We  had  not  caused  any  publications  to  be  placed  in,  with  the 
exception  of  advertising  our  boat  in  the  New  York  Army  and  Navy 
Journal  and  the  Army  and  Navy  Register  and  a  few  such  papers  like 
that;  we  have  advertised  our  boat. 

Q.  The  Scientific  American? — A.  Yes;  I  think  it  was.  I  do  not 
know  whether  we  carried  any  advertisement  in  the  Scientific  American. 
To  my  knowledge  I  do  not  know  that  we  did  carry  it  in  the  Scientific 
American,  an  advertisement. 

Q.  Harper's  Weekly? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Do  you  say  you  do  not  know  whether  you  did  carry  it  in  the 
Scientific  American? — A.  In  the  Scientific  American — I  do  not  know 
that  we  have  had  any  paid  advertisement  in  the  Scientific  American. 

Q.  You  had  some  there  that  were  prepared. — A.  If  we  have  had,  I 
do  not  know  about  it.  I  do  not  know  that  they  were  prepared — not 
by  me. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Skerrett? — A.  Yes;  I  know  Mr.  Skerrett. 

Q.  He  prepared  them  for  vou,  didn't  he? — A.  There,  I  have  no 
absolute  knowledge  of  this.  I  fiaven't  any  knowledge  of  Mr.  Skerrett's 
actions.  He  has  not  been  connected  with  our  concern  in  the  United 
States  since  I  have  been  connected  with  it,  in  Washington. 

Q.  That  is  for  the  last  two  years? — A.  Something  about  the  last 
two  years. 

Q.  If  he  did  write  some  articles  this  year  in  behalf  of  your  com- 
pany, then  you  do  not  know  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  know  about  it. 

Q.  You  Have  not  heard  his  testimony  before  this  committee? — A.  I 
have  not. 
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Q.  And  if  he  did  some  work  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Simon  Lake, 
why,  that  was  after  you  were  out? — A.  That  is  something  that  I 
know  nothing  about. 

Q.  What  about  Mr.  Johnson? — A.  Mr.  Johnson  was  with  us  last 
year,  and  he  wrote  some  articles  that  I  think  he  got  in  the  papers. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  of  the  papers?— A.  I  think  he  put  an  arti- 
cle in  one  of  the  Washington  papers. 


I  did  not  know  about  it. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  paid  articles?  Do  you  mean  that  you 
paid  the  paper  to  put  them  m? — A.  As  a  matter  of  advertisement. 

Q.  Did  you  put  any  advertisement  in  a  Washington  paper  i— A. 
Yes. 

Q.  The  article  appeared  in  the  form  of  an  editorial,  didn't  it? — A.  I 
do  not  know  that  it  did. 

Q.  You  saw  it? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  seem  to  remember  now  whether 
it  was  or  was  not. 

Q.  It  looked  like  an  editorial,  didn't  it? — A.  That  is  probable,  but 
I  do  not  recall  it.     But  I  think  it  was  in  the  Washington  Post. 

Q.  Did  you  pay  the  Washington  Post  to  put  it  in? — A.  Well,  I 
think,  if  I  remember  rightly — no,  I  think  I  paid  Mr.  Johnson. 

Q.  You  paid  Mr.  Johnson? — A.  I  think  I  paid  Mr.  Johnson. 

(J.  You  did  not  pay  the  Post? — A.  I  don't  remember,  but  I  hardly 
think  I  did;  vet  I  don't  know. 

Q.  What  else  did  Mr.  Johnson  do  for  you  while  employed  by  you? — 
A  He  took  photographs  of  our  boat  and  the  performances,  and  one 
thing  and  another,  and  made  himself  generally  familiar  with  it,  to 
talk  the  matter  up  and  explain  the  workings  of  the  boat  to  people. 

0.  Did  I  understand  vou  to  say  that  Mr.  Johnson  paid  tne  Post? — 
A.  I  did  not  say — I  saicf  it  was  probable  that  I  paid  Mr.  Johnson,  and 
that  Mr.  Johnson  paid  the  Post. 

Q.  How  much  aid  you  pay  Mr.  Johnson? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  it  at  all.  In  round  numbers,  can  you  give 
us  within  a  thousand  dollars? — A.  Oh,  yes,  it  was  not — it  was  prob- 
ably a  hundred  dollars  or  something  like  that,  probably  all  together 
I  don't  think  there  was  ever  more  than  that — a  hundred  or  two 
hundred  dollars,  say. 

Q.  Say  $200  for  the  Post  article? — A.  Any  paper  in  which 

Q.  I  am  talking  about  the  Washington  Post  article.  Not  about  any 
other  paper. — A.  Well,  I  think  it  is  certainly  not  over  $200. 

Q.  You  paid  Mr.  Johnson  by  the  month  for  his  services? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  And  this  payment,  you  sav,  was  in  addition  to  his  monthly  sal- 
ary?—A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  other  articles  have  you  had  in  newspapers  that  you  paid 
the  newspaper  for? — A.  I  don't  remember  any  newspaper  that  we 
j>aid  for  articles  for,  as  I  say,  except  where  we  ran  our  regular  adver- 
tisement of  our  boat,  photographs,  etc. 

Q.  How  much  did  you  pay  the  Army  Journal? — A.  We  have  adver- 
tised in  that  for  over  a  year;  possibly  two  years. 

Q.  How  much  did  you  pay  them? — A.  I  think  probably  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $500  or  $600  a  year  each. 
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Q.  The  articles  there  did  not  look  like  advertisements. — A.  We 
run  an  advertisement  in  them;  that  is  what  we  paid  for. 

Q.  Did  the  same  thing  appear  in  each  future  issue? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Or  did  you  change  it?— A.  No,  sir;  the  same  thing  appeared 
the  whole  year. 

Q.  What  other  publications  did  you  pay  to  have  matter  inserted? — 
A.  Well,  I  think  there  was  a  paper  here,  this  is  the  Army  and  Navy 
Engineering  Journal,  or  something  like,  published  by  the  Navy 
Department  here. 

Q.  How  much  did  you  pay  that? — A.  We  had  a  yearly  adver- 
tisement in  there. 

Q.  Not  a  series  of  articles,  but  just  the  same  thing? — A.  Just  the 
same  thing;  just  a  standard  advertisement. 

Q.  How  much  did  you  pay  for  that? — A.  I  don't  remember,  but 
that  is  a  monthly  paper.  I  think  perhaps  about  a  hundred  dollars 
a  year  for  a  standard  advertisement. 

Q.  What  else  did  Mr.  Johnson  do  for  you  for  the  $150  a  month 
that  you  paid  him? — A.  Well,  he  didn't  do  anything  except  to  wait 
for  an  opportunity  to  do  something,  that  is  about  all,  I  guess,  and  he 
got  so  sick  and  tired  of  it,  "Here,  you  have  got  nothing  for  me  to  do, 
and  I  am  going  to  quit." 

Q.  Would  you  like  to  take  on  some  more  employees? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  other  papers  did  you  have  articles  in? — A.  I  don't 
remember. 

Q.  At  any  time? — A.  I  don't  remember  any  other  article  or  any 
other  paper,  if  there  was  anything  paid  the  Scientific,  of  my  own 
knowledge.  I  don't  recollect  having  any  advertisement  in  the  Scien- 
tific American. 

Q.  What  did  you  hear  you  paid  the  Scientific  American? — A.  I 
didn't  hear  we  paid  them  anything. 

Q.  How  many  extra  copies  of  the  paper  did  you  hear  you  had 
bought? — A.  I  didn't  hear  we  had  bought  any. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  that  copies  had  been  sent  to  Members  of  Con- 
gress?— A.  N<>. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  how  many  extra  copies  of  Harper's  Weekly  the 
company  got? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  that  copies  had  been  sent  gratis  to  Members  of 
Congress? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  was  the  date  of  this  article  in  the  Washington  Post?— 
A.  That  was  over  a  year  ago. 

Q.  How  much  over  a  year  ago  ? — A.  Possibly  two  years  ago. 

Q.  Those  are  all  the  newspaper  articles  you  think  of  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  this  side?— A.  The  other  side  I  know  nothing  about. 

Q.  You  did  not  manage  the  other  side  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  knew  Mr.  Skerrett? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  was  in  the  employ  of  your  company  or  some  of  its  interests 
on  the  other  side  of  the  water? — A.  Yes;  I  believe  he  was. 

Q.  He  has  testified  that  he  received  documents  or  copies  of  docu- 
ments and  information  from  the  Navy  Department.  What  do  you 
know  about  that  ? — A.  Absolutely  nothing. 

Q.  Did  you  send  them  to  him  J— A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  did?^-A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  it? — A.  I  heard  that  he  had  received  some, 
and  I  saw,  after  the  publication,  where  he  had  published  an  article, 
but  I  had  no  knowledge  of  it  until  I  saw  it  in  the  paper. 
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Q.  You  did  not  even  suspect  that  he  had  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  were  you  when  you  saw  that? — A.  I  was  here  in  Wash- 
ington when  I  heard  of  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  he  was  getting  information  from  the  Navy 
Department? — A.  I  did  not.  In  fact,  Mr.  Skerrett  was  here  before 
I  came,  and  he  left  before  I  came,  and  I  knew  absolutely  and  really 
nothing  he  did  while  he  was  here,  or  since  he  has  been  in  the  office. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Grant  Hugh  Brown,  or  Hugh  Grant  Brown, 
or  whatever  his  name  may  be? — A.  No,  sir.     Where  from? 

Q.  From  anywhere? — A.  I  do  not  know  Hugh  Grant  Brown. 

Q.  New  York,  they  say  he  is  from. — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anybody  by  the  name  of  Brown? — A.  I  know  the 
Brown  associated  with  Mr.  Thurston. 

Q.  You  mean  Mr.  Thurston's  partner? — A.  Yes;  that  is  the  only 
Brown  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  The  onlv  man  by  the  name  of  Brown? — A.  Well,  no;  I  know 
Browns,  but  I  don't  know  any  Grant  Hugh  Brown. 

Q.  Do  you  know  any  Hugh  Grant  Brown? — A.   No;  I. do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  any  Brown  that  has  been  in  the  employ  of  the 
Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  at  any  time? — A.   No. 

Q.  You  never  heard  of  him? — A.  No. 

Q.  Either  in  this  country  or  abroad? — A.  I  never  heard  of  him 
even  abroad,  although  I  would  not  be  apt  to  know. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  a  Mr.  Flint? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Charles  R.  Flint?— A.  Charles  R.  Flint;  yes,  I  knew  Charles  R. 
FKnt. 

Q.  Where  does  he  live  ? — A.  I  think  he  lives  in  New  York. 

Q.  When  did  you  last  see  him?— A.  I  saw  him  on  my  return,  since 
I  came  down;  I  saw  him  yesterday. 

Q.  You  saw  him  yesterday.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with 
him? — A.  Nothing  particularly.  I  just  stepped  in.  He  is  the  first 
man  I  seen  there. 

Q-  Where? — A.  New  York.  I  just  stepped  in  his  office  yesterday. 
He  has  been  our  agent,  practically  abroad;  handling  our  goods  abroad 
and  selling  our  goods  abroad. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  call  on  him  yesterday? — A.  Simply 
because  I  generally  do  when  I  go  past 

O.  Did  you  call  there  when  you  were  in  New  York  on  the  17  th  or 
18th  of  March?— A.  I  think  I  had  him  on  the  phone— I  don't  think  I 
seen  him  at  that  time. 

Q.  What  talk  did  you  have  with  him  on  the  phone  on  that  occasion 
in  regard A.  I  don't  remember.     I  didn't  mention  it. 

Q.  Don't  break  in  before  I  get  my  question  out.  You  did  not 
have  any  conversation? — A.  I  called — 1  am  not  positive — I  called 
him  over  the  phone  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  are  not  positive  now? — A.  No;  I  mav  have  done  that. 

Q.  May  he  have  called  you? — A.  No;  he  would  not  have  known  I 
was  in  New  York  unless  I  phoned  him. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  have  you  refresh  your  recollection  a  little  and 
say  whether  you  did  have  a  conversation  with  him  over  the  telephone 
while  you  were  in  New  York  on  the  16th  or  17th  of  March  this  year. — 
A  No;  I  don't  think  I  did. 
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Q.  What  made  you  think  a  few  moments  ago  that  you  did  ? — A.  I 
say  I  usually  called  him  up,  and  I  may  have  called  him  up  to  get  him, 
on  thephone,  but  I  don't  remember  doing  it  at  that  time. 

Q.  When  had  you  seen  him  last  previous  to  the  17th  of  March? — 
A.  That  I  couldn't  say.     That  is  quite  awhile. 

Q.  How  long — three  days? — A.  Four  months,  two  months.  I 
think  I  saw  him  about  the  time  I  went  to  New  York  to  meet  my  son, 
some  time  in  February. 

Q.  This  year? — A.  Yes;  when  my  son  came  over.  I  think  I  just 
dropped  in  and  told  him  my  son  was  on  the  way,  or  that  he  was  com- 
ing about  that  time. 

Q.  Now,  you  dropped  in  to  see  him  yesterday  when  you  arrived 
in  New  York? — A.   i es,  sir. 

Q.  You  went  to  his  office  before  you  went  to  the  hotel. — A.  Oh,  no. 

Q.  Didn't  you? — A.  No;  I  went  to  his  office  from  the  hotel  yester- 
day. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  been  in  New  York  before  you  reached  his 
office? — A.  I  was  in  New  York  Tuesday  afternoon.  I  just  saw  him 
yesterday,  about  12  o'clock,  I  think. 

Q.  Had  you  in  the  meantime  talked  with  him  over  the  telephone? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  talk  with  you  over  the  telephone? — A.  No,  sir;  I  just 
called  up  the  phone  to  lmow  whether  he  was  in. 

Q.  Then  you  did  talk  with  him* — A.  I  just  asked  him  only  if  he 
was  in. 

Q.  But  you  did  call  him  up  over  the  telephone?  When  was  that  ? — 
A.  Yesterday  about  a  half  an  hour  before  I  got  to  his  office,  from  the 
Grand  Central  Depot. 

Q.  Tell  us  what  you  said  when  you  got  to  his  office? — A.  I  just 
asked  him  if  there  was  anything  doing,  and  he  said  no.  I  asked  nim 
what  was — I  asked  him  what  was  going  on,  and  he  made  this  remark. 
I  said,  "I  have  been  told  that  Rice  said  that  you  had  made  an  offer 
from  the  Lake  Company 

Q.  You  told  him  that? — A.  I  told  him  that  I  had  heard  that. 

O.  Where  had  you  heard  that? — A.  I  don't  know  that.  I  think 
probably  Mr.  Adams  told  me  that. 

Q.  When  had  you  seen  Mr.  Adams? — A.  It  may  be  that  I  seen 
that,  it  seems,  in  one  of  the  New  York  papers  that  I  had  in  New 
Orleans. 

Q.  You  do  remember  something  you  saw? — A.  I  don't  remember 
that  I  did  see  that  exactly  at  New  Orleans,  but  I  knew  the  fact  that 
Mr.  Rice  had  been  and  said  that,  and  I  asked  Mr.  Flint  about  that, 
and  he  said  that  he  believed  that  Mr.  Rice  had  made  such  a  request 
as  that. 

Q.  What  is  that? — A.  I  asked  him  if  he  had  been  before  the  com- 
mittee, and  he  said  No. 

Q.  Did  he  say  he  wanted  to  come? — A.  No. 

Q.  He  didn't  express  any  desire  to  come? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  urge  him  to  come?— A.  I  did  not;  no. 

Q.  Well,  he  will  come. — A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  Now,  what  further  occured  ?— A.  Nothing.  Just  merely  passed 
the  time  of  day. 

Q.  What  time  did  he  say  it  was? — A.  About  midday. 
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Q.  That  is  all  the  conversation  you  had  with  him? — A.  Yes;  I 
talked  with  him  about  affairs  on  the  other  side  a  little. 

Q.  The  first  question  vou  asked  him  was  if  there  was  anything 
doing,  or  what  was  doing?— A.  I  asked  him  if 

Q.  That  is  what  you  said? — A.  Yes;  well,  I  asked  him  if  he  had 
been — if  he  knew  how  things  were  going  on  down  here;  how  things 
were  coming. 

Q.  Down  where? — A.  Down  in  the  investigation.  I  told  him  I 
seen  where  Rice  had  said  that  he  had  made  some  proposition  to  him. 

(}.  What  did  you  mean  when  you  asked  him  if  there  was  anything 
doing? — A.  Well,  I  probably  didn't  put  it  in  that  shape.  I  asked 
him  if  he  had  been  called,  I  tnink,  before  the  committee ;  that  is  about 
what  I  asked  him. 

Q.  That  is  not  the  way  you  ask  a  man  if  there  is  anything  doing. 
Your  language  was  you  asked  him  if  there  was  anything  doing. 
What  did  he  understand  from  that? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  What  reply  did  he  make? — A.  It  is  a  common  expression. 

Q.  What  repfy  did  he  make? — A.  He  just  said  he  didn't  know 
only  by  what  he  had  seen  in  the  papers.  He  hadn't  been  called  and 
he  didn't  know  whether  he  would  oe  called  or  not. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  about  his  interview  with  anybody? — A.  No,  no. 

Q.  You  didn't  ask  him  about  that? — A.  No,  I  didn't  know  any- 
thing about  it.  I  knew  absolutely  nothing  about  it.  In  fact  it  had  not 
come  to  me;  it  was  out  of  my  jurisdiction.  He  nor  anybody  else 
would  have  ever  said  anything  to  me  about  such  a  proposition  as  that, 
because  I  would  not  have  the  authority  to  consummate  that  if  it  was. 

Q.  What  in  the  world  did  you  talk*  with  him  about  at  all? — A.  I 
stopped  there;  he  is  representing  our  people  on  the  other  side,  and  I 
asked  him  how  they  were  getting  along  over  there,  and  he  said  things 
were  coming  on  quite  fairly;  that  was  our  general  conversation — 
about  our  business  over  on  the  other  side. 

Q.  Didn't  he  have  authority  to  sell  your  company  out? — A.  Not  to 
my  knowledge,  no. 

Q.  Didn't  you  ever  say  that  he  had? — A.  I  never  did. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  talk  with  him  about  it? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  write  to  him  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

(j.  Never  heard  of  it  in  anyway,  shape,  or  manner  until  you  learned 
it  in  the  newspaper  down  in  New  Orleans? — A.  I  don't  know  that 
I  saw  about  that  particularly,  but  I  never  heard  at  all  of  it,  and  no 
knowledge  of  it,  no  knowledge  whatever.  It  has  not  been  brought 
before  me  personally  or  before  our  directors. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  what  I  am  talking  about  if  you  did  not  see 
that  in  the  paper? — A.  I  say  I  saw  that  somewhere  in  the  papers, 
that  Mr.  Rice  said  he  had  been  offered  this  proposition. 

Q.  Where  could  you  have  seen  it  if  it  was  not  in  New  Orleans  ? — 
A.  It  may  have  been  in  a  New  Orleans  paper  or  a 

Q.  Or  a  Habana  paper,  did  you  say?— A.  No;  I  don't  think  I  did 
say  that. 

"Q.  If  you  did  not  see  it,  and  never  heard  it  before,  why  didn't 
you  ask  "Mr.  Flint  something  about  it  ? — A.  Well,  I  did  ask  him  in 
a  general  way. 

Q.  Asked  him  in  a  general  way  ? — A.  I  asked  him  about  that,  and 
he  said  that  he  guessed  that  was  on  the  other  side,  or  something  to 
that  effect. 
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S.  On  the  other  side? — A.  Yes;  that  the  proposition  came — he 
he  had  never  made  a  proposition  to  buy  them  out,  had  no 
authority  to  make  it. 

Q.  He  had  made  propositions  before,  hadn't  he,  during  the  last 
year  or  two  ? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  You  knew  of  some  talk  between  Mr.  Flint  and  the  officers  of 
the  Electric  Boat  Company,  didn't  you? — A.  No,  sir;  not  to  my 
knowledge. 

Q.  You  never  heard  of  it? — A.  No,  sir;  not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  You  heard  of  it? — A.  No;  not  for  selling  out. 

Q.  Well,  for  merging? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Getting  togetner  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Stopping  competition?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  what  was  the  negotiation  about? — A.  In  what  respect? 

Q.  That  is  what  I  want  to  find  out. — A.  Well,  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Flint  did  have  some  conversation  with  the  Elec- 
tric Boat  people? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  never  heard  of  it? — A.  I  saw  in  a  newspaper  where  he  said 
he  did. 

Q.  Didn't  you  ever  hear  of  it  before  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  Mr.  Berg  having  any  talk  about  it? — A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  Mr.  Brown? — A.  I  don't  know  Mr.  Brown. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Brown  has  been  in  the  employ  of  the  Lake  Tor- 
pedo Boat  Company  ? — A.  I  know  he  never  was;  that  is,  to  my  knowl- 
edge. He  never  received  any  pay  through  the  regular  channel.  If 
he  has  he  must  be  an  employee  or  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  because  he  is  not 
in  the  employ  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  And  you  know  all  about  the  payments  that  are  made  through 
the  regular  channel,  do  you? — A.  No;  not  altogether,  except  what 
goes  through  our  regular  pay  roll  in  the  office. 

Q.  Does  the  company  have  some  expenses  that  do  not  go  through 
the  regular  pay  roll? — A.  Well,  no;  that  is — no,  no. 

Q.  What  are  the  irregular  channels? — A.  There  is  no  irregular 
channels. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  by  regular  channels? — A.  I  say  I  don't 
know,  unless  he  has  been  employed — but  he  has  not  been.  I  know 
everybody  in  the  employ  of  our  company. 

Q.  You  have  control  of  the  books  that  have  the  payments  made 
through  regular  channels? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.   Where  are  those  books? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  have  charge  of  them  and  you  don't  know  where  they  are? — 
A.  I  understand  that  the  books  have  been  presented  here. 

Q.  Not  yet  they  haven't. — A.  Well,  I  understand  they  are  ready 
to  be. 

Q.  Where  do  you  understand  they  are  ? — A.  I  understood  they 
were  to  be  presented  here. 

Q.  In  whose  custody  are  they? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  They  are  in  your  charge? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  said  they  were. — A.  I  said  they  had  been,  but  I  don't 
know  now;  they  are  not  now. 

Q.  When  did  they  leave  your  charge  ? — A.  When  Mr.  Simon  Lake 
come  over  here  and  I  was  retired,  or  I  never  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  business  when  Mr.  Simon  Lake  is  here. 
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Q.  And  you  turned  them  over  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  didn't  you? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  you  turn  them  over  to  Mr.  Clement  Adams? — A.  No, 
air.  Mr.  Simon  Lake  may  have  turned  them  over  to  Mr.  Clement 
Adams,  but  I  don't  know  whether  he  did  or  not. 

Q.  You  say  positively  that  Mr.  Brown  was  never  employed  by  the 
Lake  Torpedo  boat  Company  or  Lake  Submarine  Company  or  your- 
self or  Mr.  Simon  Lake  for  any  purpose  whatever?— A.  I  can  say 
that  I  never  knew  such  a  Brown  to  be  employed  by  either  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company,  myself,  or  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  Brown  do  you  know? — A.  I  don't  know  any 
Browns. 

Q.  What  Brown  did  you  ever  hear  of  being  employed  by  them? — 
A  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  don't  know  what  Brown  it  was? — A.  I  don't  know  if 
there  was  ever  any  Brown  ever  connected  with  our  company. 

Q.  Did  any  Brown  ever  have  anything  to  do  in  any  negotiation 
for  your  company? — A.  Not  for  me. 

<$.  Or  connected  as  a  commission  agent  for  the  company? — A. 
No,  air. 

Q.  Or  transact  any  business  whatever  in  which  your  company  was 
concerned? — A.  Never  to  my  knoweldge. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  that  he  did? — A.  No,gsir. 

Q.  Or  read  that  he  did  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  you  did  not  read  that  in  the  paper? — A.  Except  in  this 
regard:  That  Mr.  Kice  says  that  a  certain  Brown  did;  I  saw  that,  but 
I  don't  know  that. 

Q.  Can  you  remember  a  little  more  particularly  and  specifically 
the  date  of  that  article  in  the  Washington  Post  to  which  you 
referred? — A.  No. 

Q.  Can  you  give  us  the  year? — A.  I  should  say  it  was  about  two 
years  ago,  about. 

Q.  About  two  years  ago  at  the  present  time? — A.  Well,  possibly 
in  March  two  years  ago  at  the  present  time;  say  March  or  February. 

Q.  The  pavments  to  which  you  refer,  that  went  through  the  regular 
channels,  did  it? — A.  I  suppose  it  did;  yes. 

Q.  You  just  said  you  paid  it  and  you  just  said  you  had  control 
of  the j>ayment  through  the  regular  channels. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  pay  it  through  any  irregular  channel? — A.  Only 
through  advertising. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  You  said  that  you  were  at  the  trials  at  Newport  a  year  ago  ? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  return  to  Washington  from  Newport? — A.  I  think 
I  did. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  Well,  that  was  at  the  closing  of  the 
trials.  I  may  have  stopped  at  Bridgeport  for  a  day  or  two,  but  I 
think  I  came  to  Washington. 

Q.  What  month  was  it  that  you  returned  to  Washington? — A. 
That  might  have  been  in — along  the  1st  of  May. 

Q.  lie  1st  of  May?— A.  The  1st  of  May.  The  trials  were  in 
April — no,  the  30th  of  April — it  might  have  been  in  June. 

Q.  And  about  what  time  was  it  that  you  received  information  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  that  he  would  refer  this  matter  to  the 
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Attorney-General  ? — A.  That  must  have  been  the  latter  part  of  June 
or  July. 

Q.  Was  it  in  June  or  July,  do  you  recollect? — A.  That  was  the 
day  before  he  went  to  Los  Angeles  or  West  on  his  summer  vacation. 

Q.  You  do  not  recollect  exactly  the  time  ?— A.  I  could  not  give  the 
date.     I  think  I  could  find  that  date. 

Q.  And  you  stayed  in  Washington  from  the  time  that  you  came 
after  the  tnals  until  that  time? — A.  Well,  probably. 

Q.  Did  you  concern  yourself  with  the  business  of  the  company  dur- 
ing that  time? — A.   Yes;  what  business  there  was  to  attend  to. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  Navy  Department  for  the  company  during 
that  time?— A.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  at  that  time  or  not. 
We  were  at  the  Navy  Department,  maybe,  to  see  a  trial  in  their 
model  tank  of  a  model  of  the  boat.  In  fact,  we  have  had  two  or 
three  made  at  different  times,  but  I  never  went  to  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment except  once,  and  I  went  once  to  see  one  of  those  trials.  I 
don't  know  whether  it  was  at  that  time  or  before.  I  am  inclined 
to  think  it  might  have  been  at  that  time. 

Q.  So  you  did  not  go  yourself  to  the  Navy  Department  very 
much? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  been  to  the  White  House? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  never  been  there  at  all? — A.  No,  sir;  that  is,  I  have 
been  at  the  White  House — I  was  at  the  President's  reception. 

Q.  Did  you  go  there  in  June  ? — A.   No. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  about  that? — A.  I  remember  that  I  never 
was  in  the  White  House  except  at  night,  and  at  one  of  the  President's 
receptions. 

Q.  And  you  remember  that  you  did  not  go  there  that  June? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  by  the  White  House  you  mean  to  include  that  wing  next 
to  the  War  Department? — A.  les,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  you  have  not  visited  any  officials  there  and  did  not  visit 
any  of  the  officials  there  in  June  concerning  these  naval  matters? — A. 
With  the  exceptions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  when  the  Sec- 
retary gave  us  authority  to  see  the  reports  of  the  board,  then  I  went 
down  and  read  that  report  over  in  the  hands  of  the  Judge-Advocate — 
that  is,  he  read  it  to  us,  that  was  all — we  were  not  given  any  copy  of 
it,  and  we  simply  heard  it  read  over  at  the  instance  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy. 

Q.  And  you  found  that  report  in  the  office  of  the  Judge-Advocate-, 
General  of  the  Navy? — A.  Well,  he  sent  and  got  it  and  brought  it 
there  and  read  it  to  us,  the  part  concerning  the  Lake  boat  only,  but  not , 
concerning  the  other  boat. 

Q.  So  that  you  did  not  know  how  you  stood  in  comparison  with  the  i 
other? — A.  No,  sir.  I 

Q.  Did  you  know  at  that  time  the  recommendation  of  the  board  as  j 
to  the  purchase  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  boats? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  know  at  that  time  that  the  board  had  not  rec- 
ommended the  purchase  of  any  of  your  boats? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  find  that  out  ? — A.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  told 
me  that  at  the  hearing  before  he  went  West,  when  he  told  me  the 
award  was  ready  to  be  made. 

Q.  How  long  after  this  reading  in  the  office  of  the  Judge-Advocate* 
General  did  you  interview  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  f— A.  That  I 
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could  not  say;  but  there  was  not  a  very  long  interval  of  time,  I  don't 
think,  before  they  were  ready  to  give  their  opinion  or  decision,  when 
I  was  admitted  to  the  Secretary. 

Q.  After  you  read  that  report  in  the  office  of  the  Judges  Advocate- 
General,  and  before  you  talked  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  did 
you  communicate  your  information  to  the  officers  of  the  company  in 
Connecticut? — A.  I  think  I  wrote  a  kind  of  general  resume  of  the 
report  with  regard  to  our  part  ? 

Q.  Who  did  you  send  that  to? — A.  I  presume  I  sent  it  abroad;  I 
sent  it  to  my  son  who  was  abroad.  I  told  him  the  report  of  the  board — 
it  just  simply  wras  a  memorandum  of  what  the  report  said  concerning 
our  boat. 

!  Q.  Where  was  your  son  at  that  time? — A.  He  was  probably  in  Eng- 
!  land  or  Russia,  I  don' t  remember  which. 

Q.  What  report  did  you  send  to  Bridgeport? — A.  I  did  not  send 
any  to  Bridgeport. 

i  Q.  Didn't  you  communicate  with  Captain  Wallace  about  that? — 
jA.  Well,  he  was  a  director,  and  I  probably  sent  the  same  tiling  to  the 
directors? 

Q,  To  Captain  Wallace  at  Bridgeport? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  Captain  Wallace  to  assist  you  in  bringing  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  this  matter  ? — A.  No,  sir.  Not  to 
my  knowledge.     No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  What  reply  did  you  get  from  Captain  Wallace? — A.  I  don't 
jremember  of  any. 

I  Q.  Did  you  get  any? — A.  I  don't  remember  I  did.  It  would  not 
jcall  for  one  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  When  did  you  see  Captain  Wallace  after  that? — A.  I  usually  go 
jto  Bridgeport — I  used  to  go  there  once  or  twice  a  week  and  sometimes 
;I  would  see  him  and  sometimes  I  would  not. 

j  Q.  Did  you  discuss  with  him  the  report  that  vou  sent  to  him? — 
|A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

i    Q.  Did  he  indicate  to  you  that  he  had  received  it? — A.  I  don't 
remember  that. 
|    Q.  So  you  don't  know  whether  he  received  it  or  not? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  that  is  on  file  in  your  office  at  Bridge- 
port?— A.  I  doubt  it  being  on  file  in  the  office  at  Bridgeport. 
\  Q.  It  was  an  official  paper  from  you? — A.  It  was  simply  a  memo- 
jiandum.  It  was  not  correct.  I  had  to  write  it  after  we  had  left  the 
joffice,  because  I  was  not  allowed  to  take  any  notes  from  it.  The 
'Secretary  said  we  were  not  to  take  any  notes  from  it.  We  were 
j&mply  to  be  ajlowed  to  see  it,  and  after  I  went  home  I  wrote  down 
and  said  I  have  seen  this  report  which  says  so  and  so,  and  about  so 
land  so,  but  there  is  nothing  definite  about  it  in  any  way,  shape,  or 
fashion,  and  I  did  not  take  a  definite  paper  of  it.  It  was  simply  for 
the  general  information. 

Q.  And  vou  sent  it  to  your  son  in  England  ? — A.  I  sent  probably 
ithe  same  thing  to  my  son  in  England. 

[  Q.  Do  you  know  whether  Captain  Wallace  or  any  of  your  Connec- 
ticut directors  or  friends  took  any  means  to  interest  themselves  con- 
cerning this  report  after  you  sent  it  to  them,  to  bring  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  What  was  the  first  time  that  you  communicated  with  any  mem- 
jbers  of  the  Connecticut  delegation  after  that? — A.  After  the  report  of 
jthe  Attorney-General. 
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Q.  As  I  understand  you  did  not  communicate  with  anv  of  them 
before  the  matter  was  sent  to  the  Attorney-General? — A.  5fo,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  after  that? — A.  I  think  I  communicated  with 
them  in  regard  to  it  and  probably  sent  them  a  copy  of  the  Attorney- 
General's  opinion.     I  am  not  sure  of  that. 

Q.  You  ao  not  know  whether  you  sent  them  copies  or  not? — A.  No, 

Q.  When  was  the  report  of  the  Attorney-General  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy;  do  you  remember? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  When  did  you  learn  of  it? — A.  That  I  do  not  know.  But  I  am 
inclined  to  think  got  it  the  next  day. 

Q.  You  were  here  in  Washington  at  the  time? — A.  I  was  here  in 
Washington  at  the  time, but  I  didn't  get  it;  lam  inclined  to  think  that 
Mr.  Neff  got  it  when  it  was  published.     I  saw  a  publication  of  it. 

Q.  Then  you  informed  yourself  of  its  contents? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  communicate  with  any  of  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress from  Connecticut  concerning  it? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  com- 
municated with  them  particularly  concerning  it. 

Q.  What  month  last  year  was  it  that  you  learned  about  that  report 
of  the  Attorney-General? — A.  I  think  it  was  probably  about  the 
middle  of  July. 

Q.  When  after  that  did  you  communicate  with  any  of  the  Members 
of  Congress  from  Connecticut  ? — A.  At  the  time  when  I  found  that  the 
Attorney-General  had  given  his  decision,  and  then  I  asked  them  to  see 
the  Attorney-General  or  asked  them  to  correspond  with,  I  think,  the 
Secretary  or  the  Navy. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  ask  them? — A.  Well,  I  say  I  don't  know 
whether  we  wrote  the  letter  to  them  all  or  not.  I  think  Mr.  Neff  went 
up  and  seen  most  of  them. 

Q.  You  think  Mr.  Neff  went  to  Connecticut  and  saw  them? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  any  of  them  personally? — A.  I  think  not;  no. 

Q.  Did  you  write  any  letters  to  any  of  them  personally? — A.  Not 
possibly  any  more  than  a  letter  of  introduction.  I  don't  remember 
whether  I  did  that  or  not. 

Q.  You  knew  all  of  them  personally? — A.  No;  not  personally. 
That  is,  I  believe  I  had  met  them  all  at  times,  and  knew  who  they 
were,  but  I  was  not  personally  acquainted  with  all  of  them. 

Q.  Did  you  invite  them  over  to  go  down  in  your  boat  last  sum- 
mer?— A.  Not  specifically;  no. 

Q.  Did  you  in  any  way  invite  them  to  examine  your  boat? — A. 
Casually,  as  the  case  may  be,  I  have  asked  them  and  a  great  many 
people  to  go  down  and  see  our  boat.  % 

Q.  The  boat  was  at  Bridgeport? — A.  Mostly  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  At  what  time  did  you  take  the  Members  down  in  your  boat?— 
A.  That  was  some  time  during  the  summer,  last  summer. 

Q.  What  month  ?  After  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  was 
rendered? — A.  No,  sir;  it  was  before  that. 

Q.  Then  it  was  early  in  July? — A.  Probably  it  was.  I  don't  know. 
It  may  have  been  earlier  in  tke  year.  It  may  have  been  very  near— 
I  should  say  a  year  ago  since  Mr.  Lilley  went  down  in  the  boat — in 
January. 

Q.  That  was  before  the  trial  at  Newport  that  he  went  down?— A. 
Oh,  yes. 

Q.  You  are  quite  positive  about  that? — A.  Oh,  yes;  I  am  quite 
positive  about  tnat. 
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Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  Mr.  Lilley  made  a  long  trip  to  Hawaii 
that  took  him  away  nearly  to  the  1st  of  July? — A.  He  tooK  that  after 
he  was  down  on  our  boat,  I  understand. 

Q.  What  other  Members  of  Congress  other  than  from  Connecticut 
went  down  in  your  boat? — A.  I  think  the  only  Member  of  Congress 
that  I  recollect  now  that  ever  was  down  in  our  boat  was  Mr.  Bates, 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Q.  When  did  he  go  down  in  your  boat? — A.  At  the  same  time  that 
Mr.  Lilley  did. 

Q.  And  that  was  early  in  the  spring? — A.  In  the  winter  some  time. 

Q.  Did  you  invite  any  other  Members  of  Congress  to  go  down  in 
your  boat? — A.  Yes,  I  did. 

Q.  Who? — A.  I  think  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  House' 
Naval  Committee  and  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Naval  Committee 
and  told  them  that  we  would  be  pleased  if  anybody  wanted  to  see  our 
boat  to  have  them  come  down.  I  am  quite  positive  I  did  that,  but  I 
don't  remember  when. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  when? — A  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  copies  of  those  letters? — A.  I  presume  I  have, 
but  I  don't  know  that  I  have. 

Q.  Where  were  you  when  you  wrote  those  letters? — A.  Probably 
in  Washington. 

Q.  Were  they  in  Washington  at  that  time? — A.  I  think  Congress 
was  in  session.  A  great  many  of  them  expressed  a  desire  to  see  our 
boat  personally,  and  I  made  that  request  or  offer  for  anybody  to  come 
down  and  see  it. 

Q.  How  many  other  letters  did  you  write  or  invitations  to  see  your 
boat? — A.  I  do  not  remember  of  any  specially. 

Q.  Did  you  write  any  other  members  of  the  Senate  Naval  Com- 
mittee or  House  Naval  Committee? — A.  Not  personally  that  I 
remember.  • 

Q.  Did  you  write  or  communicate  with  any  other  Members  from 
any  other  State  except  Connecticut? — A.  No. 

O.  Did  not  invite  any  of  the  New  England  or  New  York  Members? — 
A.  No,  not  particularly,  except  in  this  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
House  and  Senate  committees;  that  is  the  only  one  I  know. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  any  of  these  Members  that  you  wrote  to  to  help 
you  to  the  contract  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Have  you  falked  to  any  of  them  about  this  contract  before  the 
Navy  Department? — A.  No.  sir;  except  when  the  delegates  were 
together  there,  that  is  the  only  thing  that  was  talked. 

Q.  Connecticut  delegation? — A.  Connecticut  delegation. 

Q.  You  are  acquainted  with  cjuite  a  number  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress, are  you  not? — A.  Well,  slightly,  but  not  very  many. 

Q.  You  met  them  since  you  have  been  here? — A.  Occasionally. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  any  of  them  concerning  your  boats? — A. 
No,  not  specifically;  except  in  the  evening  sometimes.  I  have  never 
taken  the  position  of  going  and  soliciting  to  Congressmen  or  anybody. 

Q.  Would  you  talk  to  them  as  you  happened  to  meet  them? — A. 
Generally  they  would  speak  to  me  about  it,  and  I  would  tell  them. 

Q.  Did  you  meet  any  of  them  during  the  fall  or  early  fall  months 
and  talk  to  them  about  your  boats? — A.  Before  Congress? 

Q.  Yes,  about  the  time  Congress  convened? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  them  about  the  condition  of  your  affairs 
before  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  No;  not  to  my  knowledge  now. 
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Q.  Now,  during  the  fall  months,  after  you  were  informed  about  the 
opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  what  members  of  the  Connecticut 
delegation  did  you  seeor  talk  to  personally  about  it? — A.  I  never 
saw  any  of  them,  I  think,  until  Congress  assembled,  and  that  was  at 
the  time  that  they  were  all  together  with  the  exception  of  Mr.  Lilley, 
and  I  never  talked  to  them,  never. 

Q.  Was  there  more  than  one  meeting  of  that  kind? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Only  one  at  the  New  Willard  on  Sunday? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you?  while  you  were  in  charge  of  the  office  here — did  you  eet 
any  information  from  the  Navy  Department  regularly  or  irregularly, 
concerning  tests  or  trials  of  boats  by  them? — A.  What  tests  or  trials? 

Q.  Whatever  trials  were  had — whatever  information  the  Navy 
♦Department  had  concerning  tests  or  trials  or  whatever  boats — did  you 
get  information  from  the  Department? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  any  such  information  on  file  at  your  office? — A.  Not  to  my 
knowledge. 

Q.  So  that  whatever  information  your  company  got  is  at  some 
other  office? — A.  I  do  not  know  about  any  information  about  trials 
that  has  been  had  from  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  Does  your  company  get  its  mail  or  information  from  the  Navy 
Department  at  its  Washington  office  or  its  Bridgeport  office? — A. 
Well,  I  think  generally  now  it  has  been  the  Washington  office. 

Q.  How  has  it  been  the  last  year  or  so,  while  you  nave  been  con- 
nected with  it? — A.  I  think  the  mail  goes  to  the  Washington  office 
from  the  Secretary's  office,  I  think. 

Q.  So  that  it  would  be  an  unusual  thing  to  have  mail  go  to  the 
Bridgeport  office  ? — A.  That  is,  I  think  the  correspondence  with  regard 
to  the  tests  of  those  models  which  we  have  made  has  all  been  from 
the  Bridgeport  office,  because  that  is  the  technical  end;  the  corre- 
spondence m  regard  to  that  has  gone  to  the  Bridgeport  office. 

Q.  The  technical  work  to  the  Bridgeport  office  and  the  business 
end  would  come  to  this  office? — A.  It  has  been,  yes. 

The  Chairman.  Has  Mr.  Howard  any  questions  to  ask  this  wit- 
ness? 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  are  you  an  inventor? — A.  Well,  I  have  been  some- 
what of  an  inventor  in  times  back. 

Q.  Of  what? — A.  Well,  window-shade  fixtures,  and  mechanical 
appliances  like  that. 

Q.  Patented? — A.  I  have  taken  out  a  few  patents,  yes. 

Q.  What  for? — A.  Window-shade  appliances,  I  say;  such  things. 

Q.  Anything  connected  with  submarines? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have 
never  had  a  patent  in  connection  with  submarines. 

Q.  You  are  interested  in  this  company  largely  on  account  of  vour 
son? — A.  Solely.  He  was  the  inventor,  and,  while  I  might  have 
made  some  improvements  in  it,  it  was  his  hobby,  and  I  have  stu- 
diously and  religiously  kept  from  allowing  myself  to  encroach  upon 
the  submarine  field.  That  is  his,  and  I  take  as  much  pride  in  it  for 
him  as  my  son  as  I  would  for  myself,  and  probably  more  so,  and  I 
have  never  taken  out  a  patent  nor  made  application  for  anything  on 
submarine  boats,  never.  The  mechanical  end  of  submarine  boats  I 
have  turned  over  to  him  absolutely. 

Q.  Rather  a  paternal  interest •? — A.  No;  there  is  a  financial  interest 
also.     I  have  been  financially  interested  in  it,  and  have  for  years. 


1IEARINGS   ON    HOUSE   RESOLUTION    288.  1251 

Q.  Paternally  inclined  to  the  project  and  financially  interested  in 
it?— A.  It  may  be  that.  It  is  a  great  hobby  with  him  and  has  been 
since  he  was  16  years  old. 

.  Q.  You  do  not  want  to  be  understood  as  riding  his  hobby? — A.  No ; 
I  do  not  want  to  ride  it. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  when  did  you  first  hear  about  any  resolution  provid- 
ing for  an  investigation  of  any  submarine  companies? — A.  Well,  I 
f resume  that  I  saw  that  in  the  papers  before  I  went  to  Hot  Springs. 
presume  I  saw  that  in  the  paper.  Whether  I  did  see  it  or  some- 
body called  my  attention  to  it  I  do  not  know. 

($.  The  resolution  was  introduced  on  the  20th  of  February,  and  you 
went  away  on  the  18th  of  March? — A.  It  was  when? 

Q.  It  was  introduced  on  the  20th  of  February  and  you  went  away 
on  the  18th  of  March.  You  want  us  to  understand  you  do  not  know 
whether  you  heard  about  it? — A.  I  went  to  Hot  Springs  on  the  14th 
of  February.  If  it  was  after  that,  I  must  have  seen  it  in  the  papers 
or  while  I  was  at  Hot  Springs. 

Q.  You  heard  somethmg  about  it  before  you  went  to  Hot  Springs  ?— 
A.  \o.     If  that  was  the  case,  I  could  not  have  done  it. 

Q.  Had  you  heard  the  resolution  was  in  contemplation? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  You  are  positive  about  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Heard  no  discussion  by  anyone  at  all  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  suggestion  of  one  ?— A.  No  suggestion;  no  intimation. 

Q.  This  burst  upon  you A.  I  say  if  I  have  seen  it  I  do  not 

know.  I  had  no  idea  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  any  information  or  any  knowl- 
edge or  any  intention  or  anything.  Mr.  Lilley  never  mentioned  a 
thing  to  me  nor  I  to  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  What  conversation  did  you  have  with  anybody  else  about  any 
investigation? — A.  Well,  I  have  had  no  conversation  specifically 
about  an  investigation. 

Q.  Specifically  or  not  specifically,  what  did  you  have? — A.  I  do 
not  know  as  I  recall  anything  about  an  investigation  being  made.  I 
did  not  know  that  an  investigation  was  to  be  made. 

Q.  I  know,  but  when  did  you  ever  hear  any  talk  of  an  investiga- 
tion, whether  one  wTas  to  be  made  or  not,  or  any  discussion  of  an 
investigation,  or  the  propriety  of  an  investigation  %— A.  I  do  not  recall 
that  there  was  a  discussion  of  an  investigation. 

O.  Did  anybody  say  anything  about  an  investigation?  There  is 
nothing  criminal  in  talking  about  an  investigation. — A.  I  do  not 
remember  that  anybody  was  talking  about  an  investigation;  in  fact, 
Lilley's  matter  here  seemed  to  be  a  surprise;  it  was  to  me  at  least, 
so  far  as  I  know. 

Q.  I  do  not  mean  Mr.  Lilley  specifically,  but  when  did  you  hear 
anybody  talking  about  an  investigation  or  whether  it  would  be  a 
good  thing  to  have  an  investigation,  or  would  not  be  a  good  thing, 
or  anything  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  recall  anything  specific,  or  any- 
thing; I  do  not  recall  any  such  thing  at  any  time  with  anybody  or 
any  particular  person. 

Q.  Was  it  January,  1908? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Before  that;  was  it  before  January  ? — A.  I  do  not  seem  to  recall 
anything  in  regard  to  the  investigation. 
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Q.  Was  it  before  the  luncheon  or  after  the  luncheon  ?     (No  answer.) 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact,  Mr.  Lake,  that  you  rather  discouraged  an  inves- 
tigation?— A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  did;  I  do  not  know  the  subject 
of  discussion  that  I  could  discourage  or  encourage;  I  do  not  remember. 
I  do  not  seem  to  have  any  idea  of  discouraging  or  encouraging,  or 
anything  of  the  kind  with  anybody  in  regard  to  the  investigation. 

Q.  Well,  among  yourselves? — A.  Oh,  among  ourselves.  I  could 
not  tell  any  particular  time  about  that.  I  heard  talk  cf  an  investiga- 
tion for  tliree  or  four  years,  I  guess,  and  a  few  years  back  there  was 
talk  of  an  investigation. 

Q.  Come  down  within  the  last  two  years. — A.  I  do  not  think  there 
has  been  any  talk  of  investigation;  the  only  thing  that  bears  on  the 
subject,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  asked  me  if  wre  had  any  complaint 
to  make  about  the  report  of  the  board,  and  I  told  him  no.  We  just 
simply  wranted  to  know  whether  it  was  a  defect  in  the  law  or  whether 
it  was  a  defect  in  the  interpretation  of  the  law,  so  that  we  would  know 
where  we  were. 

Q.  I  am  not  talking  about  the  investigation  of  the  acts  of  Congress. 
I  am  talking  about  a  discussion  among  yourselves  as  to  whether  it 
would  or  would  not  be  a  good  thing  to  have  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany investigated. — A.  I  do  not  knowT  whether  any  talk  about  that; 
anything  definite  in  any  way  could  not  do  it. 

Q.  Anything  definite  ? — A.  Definite  or  indefinite.  I  say  that  I  do 
not  know  there  was  any  such  discussion  made  in  the  wray  of  a  discus- 
sion. It  may  have  been  mentioned  at  different  times,  quite  likely, 
but  I  could  not  specify  that  there  was  any  concerted  action  or  talking 
by  mentioning  the  investigation. 

Q.  It  was  just  random  remarks  made  from  time  to  time? — A.  Pos- 
sibly. 

($.  Was  it  anything  more  specific  than  that? — A.  No;  not  to  my 
knowledge. 

Q.  Then  that  is  what  it  was.  Who  was  it  that  made  the  remarks?— 
A.  I  could  not  say;  I  could  not  say  there  were  any  such  remarks. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  about  it  yourself  from  time  to  time? — A.  I  do 
not  remember  tnat  I  ever  said  anything. 

Q.  I  mean  to  your  own  people  or  your  own  counsel? — A.  Well, 
I  do  not  know  that  I  said  anything  in  particular  or  specific  about 
the  investigation  even  to  counsel. 

Q.  I  am  not  talking  about  anything  "particular  or  specific"  about 
investigation,  but  anything  about  investigation? — A.  I  think  I 
know  of  the  matter  if  I  had  gone  over  it  in  general  conversation; 
all  our  conferences  of  counsel  has  been  really  against  it.  If  I  recollect, 
any  recommendation  at  all  from  counsel  about  the  matter  was,  in 
fact,  the  whole  of  our  people  generally  wTould  have  been  against  a 
recommendation  if  the  matter  would  have  been  brought  up  to  them 
to  consider  whether  they  would  institute  an  investigation  or  not; 
they  would  have  gone  against  investigation,  I  am  satisfied;  but  it 
was  never  brought  up  specifically  in  that  shape  to  my  knowledge; 
that  is  my  impression ;  that  would  have  been  the  position  of  all  of 
our  counsel  if  the  matter  had  been  brought  up. 

Q.  You  gained  that  impression  generally  from  random  remarks?— 
A.  That  is  right. 

Q.  Who  made  those  random  remarks? — A.  I  do  not  know. 
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Q.  Was  it  Simon  Lake? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Simon  Lake  would  have 
been  against  the  investigation — that  is,  if  there  was  any  impression 
there. 

Q.  His  expressions  were  along  that  line,  then,  not  being  in  favor 
of  investigation? — A.  I  think,  generally,  yes. 

Q.  How  about  Senator  Thurston? — A.  We  have  never  taken  up 
the  matter,  so  far  as  I  know,  of  investigation,  of  any  investigation; 
it  has  never  been  decided  one  way  or  the  other. 

Q.  I  understand  that  the  general  tone,  whenever  it  was  mentioned 
incidentally  in  conversation,  the  general  sentiment,  was  the  other 
way? — A.  I  think  it  would  be;  but  it  has  never  been  specifically 
voted  on. 

Q.  Never  had  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors  on  it  concerning 
remarks  that  were  made  from  time  to  time — you  were  rather  disin- 
clined? Now,  didn't  you  ask  the  Senator  to  so  advise  Mr.  Lilley  not 
to  institute  an  investigation? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not;  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge  I  never  spoke  to  Mr.  Thurston  about  the  Lilley 
matter;  neither  have  I  spoken  to  Mr.  Lilley,  nor  he  to  me. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  any  form  of  resolution  looking  to  an  investi- 
gation at  all? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  rough  draft  of  one? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  recall  any. 

Q.  Well,  I  would  like  you  to  be  certain  about  it. — A.  No ;  I  have 
never  seen  any  specific  resolution  to  be  offered  by  anybody  that  I 
know  of. 

Q.  I  do  not  say  specific  resolution  to  be  offered  by  anybody;  I  am 
asking  whether  you  ever  saw  a  rough  draft  of  any  resolution — any- 
thing in  the  form  of  a  resolution. — A.  I  do  not  recall;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Ever  hear  one  talked  about? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  anyone  say  that  one  had  been  prepared  ? — 
A  rso. 

Q.  Or  would  be  prepared  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  The  only  remarks  you  did  hear  were  random  remarks  among 
yourselves  of  a  nature  opposed  to  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Well,  now,  I  want  to  refresh  vour  recollection  a  little  bit;  give 
us  exactly  what  remarks  were  made  among  your  own  people  on  the 
subject. — A.  Well,  I  do  not  recall  anv  action  when  it  was  talked 
about,  except  I  have  heard  such  remarks — I  could  not  say  just  when 
I  heard  them  nor  who  made  them — that  they  thought  it  would  be 
detrimental  to  attempt  this,  because  we  have  been  represented  as 
opposing  the  other  concern  all  the  time,  and  it  would  be  looked  upon 
as  sour  grapes  on  the  part  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company ;  in  that 
respect  it  would  be  poor  policy  for  us  to  do  it  anyway. 

Q.  Now,  about  when  was  that? — A.  I  do  not  know  just  when  it 
was,  and  I  do  not  know  just  who  it  was  that  made  those  remarks. 

Q.  Before  you  went  to  Hot  Springs? — A.  Well,  yes;  it  probably 
was  before  I  went  to  Hot  Springs. 

Q.  Now,  who  was  that  conversation  between? — A.  I  don't  know; 
it  may  have  been  between  any  of  us,  but  it  was  no  specific  action,  so 
far  as"  that  was  concerned. 

Q.  I  understand;  just  an  informal  conversation.  Was  it  between 
you  and  Mr.  Simon  Lake? — A.  Well,  probably  it  was  between  us 
and  probablv  between  some  of  the  others. 

Q.  Was  MLr.  Neff  present?— A.  No;  I  hardly  think  he  was.  I  do 
not  think 'he  was. 
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Q.  You  think  he  was  not  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

G».  How  about  your  counsel? — A.  The  counsel,  so  far  as  I  know 
and  if  anything  was  said  in  my  presence,  they  have  opposed  when 
anything  has  been  mentioned — opposed  to  it,  opposed  the  proposi- 
tion, thought  it  would  be  poor  policy,  would  be  bad  all  tne  way 
through. 

Q.  Now,  was  it  on  that  occasion  that  there  was  a  draft  of  a  pro- 

Sosed  resolution  suggested,  was  submitted,  or  talked  about? — A.  I 
o  not  know  about  any  draft.     I  do  not  know  that  anything  has  been 
submitted  to  me. 

Q.  Or  the  question  of  a  resolution  talked  about? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  whether  the  resolution  should  be  confined  to  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  or  to  the  submarine  question  generally? — A.  I  never 
heard  that  discussed.  In  fact,  I  have  not  been  there  since  the  14th 
of  February,  and  this  subject  has  really  come  up  since  that. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Adams  present  at  that  time? — A.  I  think  he  went  to 
Bridgeport  before  I  left  here;  I  think  he  did. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  conversation  among  yourselves  occurring  in 
Washington  before  you  went  to  Hot  Springs,  after  Mr.  Adams  went 
on  to  Bridgeport  ? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Adams  went  to  Bridgeport  before 
I  went  to  Hot  Springs. 

Q.  Then  who  else  was  present? — A.  I  do  not  know.  I  do  not  recall 
that  it  took  place  in  Washington  or  in  any  particular  place.  If  there 
has  been  any  talk  about  the  investigation  at  all,  I  say  if  anybody 
asked  the  question,  it  has  generally  been  frowned  upon  by  any  expres- 
sion that  Ihave  received  rrom  any  of  our  counsel. 

Q.  Well,  how  did  the  rest  of  you  feel  about  it? — A.  I  think  they 
all  felt  that  way. 

Q.  Did  you  so  report  to  the  other  directors,  Captain  Wallace  ? — A. 
Whale  it  was  discussed,  I  think,  Captain  Wallace  was  opposed  to  the 
policy  of  an  investigation.  I  think  I  have  heard  an  expression,  but 
I  am  not  sure. 

Q.  Now,  who  favored  it? — A.  Well,  specifically,  I  do  not  know 
that  there  was  anybody  favored  it. 

Q.  Generally  ? — A.  Probably  discussed  on  both  sides. 

Q.  Who  took  the  other  side  ? — A.  Possibly  there  was  one  one  time 
and  possibly  another  at  another  time,  but  I  could  not  say  it  was 
somebody  in  favor;  it  was  a  discussion  of  both  sides. 

Q.  Just  sort  of  canvassing  the  thing  pro  and  con? — A.  Yes;  I 
do  not  know  that  any  specific  action  has  ever  been  called  for  in 
regard  to  it. 

Q.  You  were  always  con,  personally,  you  were  always  con? — A. 
No;  I  don't  know. 

Q.  That  is,  you  were  against  it? — A.  No;  I  said  it  was  generally 
on  ooth  sides,  and  one  may  ask  a  question  on  that  side  and  the  other 
on  the  other  side,  and  I  do  not  know  that  there  was  ever  any  man 
in  the  concern  that  has  ever  made  up  his  mind  in  regard  to  it  in  one 
way  or  the  other. 

Q.  You  do  not  quite  understand  me.  I  do  not  mean  in  making 
up  his  mind  so  as  to  favor  it,  but  who  made  any  suggestions  on  the 
favorable  side? — A.  I  do  not  know  about  that,  any  particular  one. 

Q.  You  say  sometimes  one  would  ask  a  question? — A.  Simply 
took  the  matter  up,  that  is  all,  to  see  whether  it  was  advisable  or  not; 
but  I  do  not  think  that  it  can  hardly  be  considered  that  the  matter 
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has  been  considered  by  the  regular  company  on  the  question  of  the 
investigation. 

Q.  I  am  just  talking  of  the  informal  discussion  of  the  matter; 
what  argument  was  suggested  in  favor  of  it? — A.  In  fact,  when  the 
contract  was  awarded  tor  our  boat,  for  one  boat  which  we  got,  there 
was  no  question  about  anything.  I  guess  we  were  pretty  well  sat- 
isfied. We  have  for  several  years  been  trying  to  get  recognition  for 
our  type  of  boat,  and  it  has  been  considered,  what  we  have  been  try- 
ing for  for  several  years.  When  we  got  one  boat  entered  we  con- 
sidered we  had  made  a  big  victory  and  we  were  in  now  and  our  boat 
will  take  care  of  itself. 

Q.  It  depended  something  upon  whether  the  legislation  of  Con- 
gress would  be  exclusive  or  open,  as  it  is  called? — A.  That  is  what 
we  thought;  so  far  as  the  legislation  is  concerned,  we  advocated 
open  legislation. 

Q.  I  infer,  it  seems  quite  natural,  that  some  of  your  people  might 
suggest  that  if  the  bad  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and 
if  the  Electric  Boat  people  could  be  shown  up,  it  might  help  them  to 
get  legislation,  if  they  were  doing  improper  things,  and  if  Congress 
would  get  to  know  it  they  would  not  be  so  apt  to  favor  them; 
that  was  suggested,  was  it  not? — A.  Well,  it  may  have  been  as  a 
suggestion,  but  as  far  as  that  simply  asked  a  question  why  it  was; 
that  is  all. 

Q.  Simply  a  suggestion  or  inquiry  whether  that  would  not  be 
worth  while  or  make  it  worth  while  to  take  the  matter  up? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  some  others  thought  that  would  not  work  so  well? — A. 
Yes;  I  think  generally  speaking  that  they  opposed  it;  that  it  would 
make,  as  I  say,  rather  a  detrimental  impression  against  the  Lake  peo- 
ple if  they  adopted  such  a  procedure. 

Q.  Then  some  thought  it  might  help  show  up  the  improper  methods 
of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  others  thought  that  it  might 
have  the  effect  of  just  voting  down  the  whole  submarine  business  I — 
A.  That  is  practically  the  situation;  that  is  probably  it. 

Q.  Personally,  what  view  did  you  take  of  it  as  to  the  advisability 
or  inadvisability  ? — A.  Personally  after  we  got  the  contract  in  for  one 
boat  I  considered  we  were  in,  and  that  settled  the  whole  business. 
That  we  will  now  have  a  chance  so  that  we  can  present  our  boat  and 
then  we  will  go  on  the  merits. 

Q.  Did  you  not  still  think  that  the  investigation  might  help  legis- 
lation at  tnis  session? — A.  No;  I  do  not  think  I  did. 

Q.  You  are  not  thoroughly  convinced  on  that  point? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  neither  made  up  your  mind  that  it  would  or  would  not? — 
A.  No;  I  do  not  think  that  I  came  or  anybody  else  came  to  a  deci- 
sion on  it;  it  was  without  concrete  consideration;  that  is  as  I  feel 
about  it. 

Q.  Then  you  among  yourselves  reached  no  definite  conclusion  as 

to  what  you  would  think  best,  the  resolution  was  sprung A.  Yes; 

so  far  as  I  know,  and  as  far  as  I  have  heard  anybody  else  say  of  the 
Lake  Boat  Company,  they  had  no  knowledge  or  it  whatever. 

Q.  Now,  who  do  you  think  of  your  people  talked  with  Repre- 
sentative Lilley  or  anybody  else  outside  of  the  company? — A.  I 
know  none  of  our  company  ever  talked  with  Mr.  Lilley  about  it  or 
that  he  has  ever  talked  with  them.  I  do  not  know  of  any  individual 
either  in  the  Lake  Company  or  out  of  it,  or  in  Congress  or  out  of  it, 
that  he  has  ever  spoken  to,  that  I  know,  that  he  intended  to  do  it.]! 
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O.  It  was  in  the  air  for  some  days  before  he  actually  introduced 
it  that  it  was  in  contemplation  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  anybody  that  he  had  talked  to  about 
it?— A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  think  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  a  man  would  offer 
a  resolution  of  that  importance  without  talking  to  somebody  about 
it?— A.  Oh,  I  would  not  want  to  pass  upon  his  judgment  in  regard 
to  the  matter;  I  do  not  know  who  knew  of  his  resolution  or  anything 
of  the  kind. 

Q.  You  had  no  talk  with  him? — A.  I  had  no  talk  with  him. 

Q.  I  wanted  to  call  your  attention  to  a  letter  that  Mr.  Lilley  wrote 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  under  date  of  September  23,  1907.  He 
began  thus:  "My  constituent,  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  writes  me  you  are  in 
doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  Naval  Committee  and  the  House  in 
the  matter  of  submarines."  That  was  September  23,  1907,  in  which 
he  told  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  that  you  had  written  him.  Now, 
does  that  refresh  your  memory  as  to  that  letter? — A.  Will  you  read 
that  again,  please? 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley's  letter  is  dated  Waterbury,  Conn.,  September  23, 
1907,  addressed  to  the  Hon.  Victor  H.  Metcalf ,  Secretary  of  the  Navy, 
Washington,  D.  C.  "My  Dear  Sir:  My  constituent,  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake, 
writes  me  you  are  in  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  Naval  Commit- 
tee and  the  House  in  the  matter  of  submarines."  Now,  does  that 
refresh  your  memory  as  having  been  written  to  him?— A.  No;  that 
seems  to  be  too  indefinite.  The  matter  of  submarines,  I  do  not  know 
what  he  meant. 

Q.  He  certainly  said  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  writes  me? — A.  Yes;  on  the 
subject. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  about  the  letter,  I  ask  you  do  you  remember 
having  written  him  in  or  about  September,  1907? — A.  No. 

Q.  i  ou  know  Mr.  Lilley's  signature,  do  you  not? — A.  Well,  I  don't 
know  whether  I  would  or  not. 

Q.  I  have  here  his  official  letter. — A.  That  is  all  right,  and  that  is 
all  right.     But  what  he  means  in  doubt  about  submarines 

Q.  I  do  not  care  what  he  means  in  doubt  about  submarines,  I  simply 
want  to  know  whether  you  wrote  him  a  letter? — A.  I  presume  I  did 
write  him  a  letter  in  regard  to  the  Secretary. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  what  it  is  about,  but  simply  whether  you  wrote 
it? — A.  I  presume  I  did. 

?,.  Will  you  let  us  have  a  copy  of  that  letter? — A.  If  I  have  it,  yes. 
he  Chairman.  Does  any  other  member  of  the  committee  wish  to 
ask  this  witness  any  questions? 

Any  Member  of  the  House  present  who  desires  to  ask  the  witness 
any  questions? 

Anyone  else  present,  either  in  person  or  by  counsel,  who  desires  to 
ask  any  questions  of  this  witness  ? 

Mr.  Littleton,  on  behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  submits 
the  following  questions  which  Mr.  Olmsted  will  read: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  This  is  Mr.  Littleton's  first  question :  Did  not  you  and  your  son, 
Simon  Lake,  in  1904  or  1905,  attempt  to  bring  about  the  passage  by  the 
Connecticut  legislature  of  a  resolution  calling  upon  the  Connecticut 
delegation  in  Congress  to  demand  a  Congressional  investigation  of 
the  Electric  Boat  Company?— A.  1904? 
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Q.  Or  1905? — A.  I  was  not  here  at  that  time. 

Q.  Or  at  any  other  time? — A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  it,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  it? — A.  Yes;  I  think  that  possibly  my  son 
asked  me  at  that  time,  but  I  was  not  here;  my  son  was  here  at  that 
time. 

Q.  Asked  whom? — A.  I  think  that  probably  he  asked  Mr.  Hill. 

Q.  Of  the  Connecticut  legislature? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  the  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  was  not 
an  entirely  new  subject  when  it  was  discussed  this  winter  at  your  sug- 
gestion?— A.  Well,  that  was  the  present  investigation. 

Q.  The  investigation  in  1904  and  1905?— A.  No;  1905  investiga- 
tion, I  say  that  was  discussed  at  that  time,  in  fact  it  was  before  the 
House,  there  was  an  investigation  started  before  the  House. 

Q.  Before  the  Connecticut  house? — A.  No;  before  Congress. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  whether  or  not  you  and  your  son,  Simon  Lake, 
in  1904  or  1905,  or  at  any  other  time,  attempted  to  bring  about  the 
passage  by  the  Connecticut  legislature  of  a  resolution  calling  upon  the 
Connecticut  delegation  in  Congress  to  demand  a  Congressional  inves- 
tigation of  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  No;  I  Know  no  official 
action  of  that  kind. 

Q.  Official  or  unofficial? — A.  I  do  not  think  it  was  ever  presented 
to  the  house  of  Connecticut;  no. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  talk  about  it? — A.  I  think  that  I  have  heard  that 
talked  about,  but  I  do  not  now  know  anything  at  all  about  it,  but 
there  never  was  anything  done  about  it  to  my  knowledge.  • 

Q.  Did  you  ever  attempt  to  have  any  such  resolution  introduced  in 
the  Connecticut  legislature? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  there  was. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  it  talked  about? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  probably  it  was  suggested  or  talked  about;  I  do  not  think  it  was 
ever  consummated. 

Q.  Who  talked  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  remember  whether  it  was 
just  suggested  or  just  merely  talked  about;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  and  Simon  Lake  talk  about  it? — A.  Not  to  my  knowl- 
edge; I  do  not  think  so. 

Q.  Well,  "to  vour  knowledge/'  did  you  talk  about  it,  whether  it  is 
to  vour  knowledge  or  not? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  and  Simon  Lake  talk  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Q.  With  whom  did  you  talk  then? — A.  I  do  not  know  with  any- 
body specifically;  I  doubt  whether  there  was  any  such  action  taken. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  about  taking  it? — A.  I  think  that  it  has  been 
mentioned  that  there  has  been  some  such  talk,  but  I  do  not  know  by 
whom  or  where  I  heard  it. 

Q.  Among  officials  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  No; 
I  do  not  think  it  was. 

Q.  Just  somebody  outside,  operating  in  your  behalf  without  your 
knowledge? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  did  have  some  talk  about  this,  though,  about  introducing 
such  a  resolution  in  the  Connecticut  legislature,  did  you  not? — A.  No 
specific  action,  as  I  know  of,  was  taken. 

Q.  Well,  now,  no  specific  action;  did  you  talk  about  it? — A.  I 
think  it  was  possibly  suggested ;  I  do  not  think  there  was  any  action 
taken. 

Q.  Who  suggested  it? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Simon  Lake? — A.  I  think  not.     I  do  not  think  he  was  here. 
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Q.  Wallace? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  he  did. 

Q.  ('lenient  Adams? — A.  No. 

Q.  Any  other  stockholder  of  the  company  or  director  i — A.  I  do  noft 
know  about  that. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  it? — A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  whether  you  did  or  not? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  whether  you  did  or  not? — A.  No. 

Q.  Don't  know  whether  you  suggested  it  or  not? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  say  there  was  some  talk  of  an  investigation  in  Congress, 
some  time  before  this  year? — A.  Somewhere  about  that  time  there 
was  a  resolution,  I  think,  introduced  in  Congress  to  have  an  investi- 
gation b}T  the  Naval  Committee,  which  I  think  was  had. 

Q.  That  is  what  you  call  the  Lessler  investigation? — A.  No;  after 
that,  I  think. 

Q.  Now,  what  part  did  you  people  take  in  that? — A.  I  was  not 
here  at  that  time. 

O.  Where  were  you  ? — A.  I  was  at  Bridgeport  and  hadn't  anything 
to  do  with  the  Washington  end  at  all. 

Q.  What  did  you  have  to  do  with  the  investigating  resolution? — A. 
Nothing  at  that  time;  I  would  not  have  known  it;  I  was  not  vice- 
president  of  the  compan}-  at  that  time,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  management. 

Q.  Were  you  a  stockholder? — A.  I  was  a  stockholder;  but  those 
matters  were  not  brought  up  before  the  stockholders. 

Q.  Were  you  a  director? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  anybody  talk  about  it  at  Bridgeport? — A.  No; 
that  was  a  resolution  put  in  bv  Mr.  Hill,  I  think,  and  I  think  an  inves- 
tigation was  ordered  by  the  Ilouse  Naval  Committee,  if  I  remember 
rightly;  I  do  not  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  This  is  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question:  Did  you  not  have  conver- 
sations with  Senator  Piatt  and  Congressman  Hill  of  Connecticut  in 
reference  to  such  a  resolution? — A.  I  had  a  conversation  wTith  Mr. 
Piatt  and  Mr.  Hill,  but  I  do  not  remember  the  subject  of  the  conver- 
sation. 

Q.  Where  did  you  have  such  a  conversation? — A.  That  was  at 
Washington,  I  think. 

Q.  When? — A.  I  do  not  know.  It  was  before  his  death,  just 
before  his  death.     I  think  he  was  sick  at  the  time. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him? — A.  I  think  that  the  main  thing  that 
was  said  to  him  was  I  think  we  wanted  him  to  go  to  see  the  Secretary. 

Q.  Secretary  of  what? — A.  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Q.  What  about? — A.  Awarding  the  contracts  on  the  other  boats 
in  1904  appropriation. 

Q.  But  what  did  you  talk  to  him  about  the  resolution  for  investi- 

fation? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  lever  mentioned  the  resolution  to 
im.     I  do  not  remember  anything  about  it. 
Q.  You  do  not  remember  whether  you  did  or  not? — A.  No. 
Q.  Did  you  mention  it  to  Mr.  Hill?— A.  I  do  not  remember. 
Q.  You  are  not  prepared  to  swear  you  did  not  ?    And  to  Senator 
Piatt? — A.  No;  I  would  not,  four  years  back. 

Q.  It  is  a  matter  of  such  little  importance  you  would  not  know 
anything  about  it? — A.  It  was  simply  a  suggestion,  if  it  was  made, 
that  is  all. 
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Q.  This  is  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question:  Did  not  the  Lake  people 
at  one  time  seriously  consider  the  question  of  forcing  the  submarine 
scandal  on  the  floor  of  the  House  ? — A.  That  is  what  a  resolution  like 
that  would  probably  have  done,  would  have  been  intended  to  have 
done  at  least. 

Q.  When  was  this? — A.  At  that  time,  I  presume,  1904. 

Q.  At  the  time  you  saw  Senator  Piatt? — A.  I  do  not  think  that 
was  mentioned  to  Senator  Piatt,  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Was  this  at  the  time  of  the  conversation  before  you  went  to  Hot 
Springs? — A.  No. 

Q.  When  was  this? — A.  Two  or  three  years  ago,  1904  it  must  have 
been. 

Q.  You  did  consider  it  at  that  time  ? — A.  I  presume  that  that  reso- 
lution which  was  offered  would  probably  have  that  in  view;  I  don't 
know. 

Q.  Who  prepared  the  resolution  in  that  case? — A.  That  I  do  not 
know. 

Q.  You  do  know  that  it  was  prepared  by  the  Lake  people,  some  of 
them,  or  your  counsel,  was  it  not  ? — A.  Probably  it  wTas. 

Q.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was,  wasn't  it? — A.  I  think  that  was 
prepared  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  probably;  it  is  merely  writing  a  letter 
to  Mr.  Hill  on  that  line;  that  is  all  there  was  to  it;  it  was  never  pre- 
sented and  I  do  not  know  that  it  was  put  in  the  form  of  a  resolution. 

Q.  Were  you  not  earnestly  requested  not  to  force  the  submarine 
scandal  upon  the  floor  of  the  House? — A.  Well,  I  have  been  requested 
not  to  do  that,  or  advised  against  doing  that. 

Q.  Who  requested  you  not  to  do  it  ? — A.  Well.  I  don't  know  as  I 
was  hardly  requested  not  to  do  it;  I  was  advised  not  to  do  it;  that  it 
would  be  poor  judgment  to  do  it. 

Q*  Who  advised  you? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Hill  said  it  would  be  poor 
judgment  and  advised  against  it;  I  do  not  think  that  he  requested 
not  to  do  it. 

Q.  At  that  time  you  were  not  in  favor  of  doing  it? — A.  It  was 
suggested  doing  it. 

Q.  You  suggested  doing  it? — A.  Xo;  I  think  that  was  suggested, 
possibly,  bv  aletter  to  him. 

Q.  The  fetter  did  not  write  itself? — A.  I  think  that  was  written, 
possiblv,  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  You  and  Simon  Lake  had  discussed  it  together  repeatedly 
and  your  views  were  in  harmony  at  that  time,  were  they  not?  You 
and  Mr.  Simon  Lake  had  no  disagreement  upon  this  point  at  that 
time? — A.  No;  I  don't  know  that  we  had.  If  I  had  anything  to  do 
with  it,  it  was  after  Mr.  Simon  Lake  went  awav. 

Q.  This  is  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question:  What  did  you  mean  in 
your  letter  to  the  President  of  March  31,  1905,  in  saying — this  is 
quoted  from  your  letter— "  the  Lake  people  were  earnestly  requested 
not  to  force  the  submarine  scandal  upon  the  floor  of  the  House, 
because  it  would  have  killed  the  naval  programme. "  Do  vou  remem- 
ber your  saying  that  in  your  letter  to  tne  President  ? — A.  1  remember 
my  letter  to  the  President;  I  don't  know  just  exactly  what  was  said 
in  that. 

Q.  You  do  not  deny  that  it  was  in? — A.  Yes;  well,  it  mav  have 
been  in  the  way  of  a  request  or  an  advisement,  as  I  said  ifr.  Hill 
adv^ed  against  our  doing  that. 
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Q.  Who  else  advised  against  it? — A.  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Did  not  Senator  Piatt  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  about  that.  Sena- 
tor Piatt  was  very  sick  at  the  time  and  we  did  not  talk  to  him  but  a 
very  few  minutes. 

Q.  Now,  here  is  a  copy  of  your  letter  to  the  President;  it  has  been 
offered  in  evidence  here,  at.  page  397  of  the  record  of  the  hearings  in 
this  case,  in  which  you  say :  "  The  Lake  people  were  earnestly  requested 
not  to  force  the  submarine  scandal  on  tne  noor  of  the  House,  because 
it  would  have  killed  the  naval  programme.  I  was  sure  the  Depart- 
ment would  right  its  own  wrongs  to  Simon  Lake."  You  wrote  that 
letter  and  signed  it,  didn't  vou? — A.  I  signed  it;  yes. 

Q.  Who  prepared  it? — A.  Well,  it  was  prepared  by  a  man — Mr. 
Whitney.  He  was  the  representative  of  the  company  here  at  that 
time. 

Q.  Who? — A.  Mr.  Whitney.  Mr.  Whitney  was  acting  in  the 
interests  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  at  Washington. 

Q.  It  is  dated  March  31,  1905.  Now,  how  long  had  Mr.  Whitney 
leen  in  the  employ  of  your  company  at  that  time? — A.  Probably  a 
year  or  more — prooably  a  vear. 

Q.  Who  employed  himf—A.  The  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 
he  was  employed  at  that  time  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  But  what  particular  officer  of  the  boat  company  employed 
him?— A.  He  was  employed  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  president  of  the 
company. 

Q.  He  prepared  that  letter  and  you  signed  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  read  it  before  you  signed  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lake,  upon  reflection  and  consideration  of  the  whole 
subject  and  the  matters  concerning  which  you  testify,  you  swear 
before  us  that  before  going  to  Hot  Springs  you  had  not  neard  dis- 
cussed a  resolution  of  investigation  to  be  offered  in  this  Congress? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Or  the  offering  of  which  was  under  consideration? — A.  Under 
consideration  or  contemplated.  I  know  no  such  •offering  to  be 
offered. 

Q.  Did  you  not  see  or  hear  mentioned  a  form  of  resolution,  whether 
it  was  to  be  offered  or  not? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  very  positive  about  that? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Heard  no  particular  form  of  resolution  discussed  and  saw  no 
particular  form  of  resolution?— rA.  No,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  When  did  you  leave  Washington  for  Hot  Springs? — A.  Feb- 
ruary 14. 

Q.  How  long  before  that  were  you  in  Washington? — A.  I  had  been 
in  Washington  practically  all  winter. 

Q.  While  you  were  in  Washington,  iust  previous  to  February  14, 
were  you  about  an  office  in  the  Colorado  Building? — A.  I  was  about 
there,  but  without  any  mingling  with  the  affairs  of  the  companv. 

Q.  Did  you  notice  what  was  going  on  in  the  office  at  the  timef — A. 
No;  not  particularly,  unless  something  was  called  to  my  attention. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  to  Mr.  Neff  and  anybody  else  who  was  there  in 
the  office  at  the  time? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  heard  general  conversation 
with  Mr.  Neff. 
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Q.  Did  they  talk  with  you  about  the  business  of  the  company  at 
the  time?  — A.  No;  in  a  general  way,  because  Mr.  Simon  Lake  "was 
then  at  the  head  of  the  company  and  I  was  retired  with  the  under- 
standing that  I  was  to  take  a  vacation,  and  after  the  contract — in 
fact,  before  the  contract — Mr.  Simon  Lake  came  here,  and  I  did  not  go 
to  see  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  nor  any  of  the  officers  of  the  Navy. 
He  went  to  see  those.  Previous  to  that  I  had  been  to  see  the  Secre- 
tary with  Mr.  Thurston,  and  after  that  I  never  went  to  see  them  and 
haa  nothing  to  do  either  with  the  signing  of  the  contract  or  the  nego- 
tiations before  the  contract  after  Mr.  Simon  Lake  came. 

Q.  But  could  any  conversation  have  been  had  or  could  anything 
have  been  done  in  connection  with  the  company's  work  at  that  time 
on  your  typewriters  or  with  your  office  force  and  you  not  know  any- 
thing about  it? — A.  Oh,  yes.  It  might  have  been  done,  because  it 
was  understood  that  I  was  to  retire  from  it,  and  I  iust  simply  gave 
the  matters  over  to  him,  and  I  did  not  even  attend  the  conferences 
with  Mr.  Thurston,  or  anything  of  the  kind.  I  simply  retired  from 
the  whole  affair;  when  Mr.  Simon  Lake  came,  he  took  charge;  as  I 
say,  I  did  not  go  to  see  the  Secretary  after  Mr.  Simon  Lake  came 
here,  did  not  attend  conferences  in  regard  to  the  contract  or  the 
conditions.  I  did  not  know  anything  that  was  to  go  before  the  legis- 
lature or  that  came  before  the  legislature,  and  that  was  why  I  could 
go  away  without  considering  whether  X  was  here  or  there,  because 
tney  had  nothing  that  would  necessarily  call  me  up  while  Mr.  Simon 
Lake  was  here. 

Q.  But  you  had  conversations  with  them  about  that  time  concerning 
legislation  pending  in  Congress,  did  you  not? — A.  Possibly  generally, 
but  I  had  no  interest  in  it;  I  did  not  know  what  they  were  going  to  do 
or  anything  about  it. 

Q.  You  had  some  conversations  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake  or  Mr.  Neff  or 
Mr.  Thurston,  in  which  they  objected  to  the  form  of  the  legislation  that 
was  then  pending  before  the  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — 
A.  I  do  not  think  there  was  anything  pending  before  the  House  at 
the  time  I  retired.    I  do  not  think  the  bill  was  introduced. 

Q.  You  mean  the  bill  had  not  reached  the  committee? — A.  I 
hardly  think  it  had,  at  least  I  did  not  discuss  those  questions  so  far 
as  I  was  concerned,  because  I  did  not  expect  to  h^ve  anything  to  do 
with  it. 

Q.  Did  you  not  learn  from  them  that  they  were  rather  solicitous 
about  the  form  of  legislation  before  the  House  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs? — A.  Yes;  I  heard  them  talk  that  they  wanted  open  legisla- 
tion. 

Q.  And  that  they  proposed  to  take  means  to  secure  open  legisla- 
tion; did  you  hear  that? — A.  I  have  heard  it  discussed  that  they  were 
;  going  to  request  open  legislation. 

Q.  Preparing  a  campaign  for  hearings  and  other  things  for  open 
I  legislation? — A.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  any  hearings,  any- 
!  thing  of  that  kind. 

Q.  You  did  not  hear  that? — A.  No,  sir. 
!     Q.  Do  you  not  know  of  work  that  was  being  done  before  Congress 
in  the  way  of  preparing  postal  cards  and  printed  matter  and  other 
things? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Seeing  some  of  that  matter  at  the  office  before  vou  left? — 
A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  You  did  not  see  anv  of  it  ? — A.  I  received,  I  think,  one  postal 
card  when  I  was  at  the  Ffot  Springs.  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
who  sent  it. 

m  Q.  Mr.  Simon  Lake  was  here  in  the  city  the  time  the  contract  was 
signed? — A.  Yes,  sir;  he  signed  the  contract. 

Q.  And  you  were  here?— A.  I  was  here  at  the  time  the  contract 
was  signed,  but  I  had  no  communication  or  part  or  parcel  in  making 
the  contract,  or  in  making  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

Q.  You  stayed  here? — A.  Simply  because  I  was  under  contract 
to  stay  here  to  keep  apartments  I  had,  and  I  was  fixing  up  to  get 
away,  which  I  did  as  soon  as  I  could  get  away. 

Q.  Did  you  not  know  that  there  was  some  arrangement  being 
considered  "with  a  view  to  influencing  Congress  to  have  open  bids,  as 
you  call  them,  for  submarines? — A.  I  think  I  heard  that  discussed. 
We  wanted  to  get  that;  yes. 

Q.  Aiid  all  of  you  were  engaged  in  doing  whatever  you  could  in 
furthering  that  view? — A.  No;  I  took  no  active  part  in  that  prepa- 
ration of  anything  of  that  kind  and  had  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  it. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  are  no  other  questions  to  be  asked  of  this 
witness,  that  is  all  that  will  be  required  of  him.  You  may  consider 
yourself  discharged. 

Representative  Lillev  was  requested  to  come  here  at  11.30,  and  he 
left  word  that  he  would  come  as  soon  as  the  vote  would  be  had  on 
the  amendment  relating  to  submarines  on  the  naval  bill.  As  he  is 
not  here,  I  presume  that  is  still  under  consideration.  Will  the  sec- 
retary request  him  to  be  present  at  the  hearing  of  the  committee  at 
10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning?  The  committee  will  stand  in  recess 
until  that  hour. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  to-morrow,  Friday, 
April  17,  1908,  at  10  o'clock,  a.  m.) 


House  of  Representatives, 

Friday,  April  17,  1908. 
The  committee  fhet  at  10.30  o'clock  a.  m. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Broussard. 
The  Chairmax.    The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

TESTIMONY  OF  M.  E.  MATLACK. 

M.  E.  Matlack,  being  firstjjduly  sworn,  upon  being  examined,  tes- 
tified as  follows: 

By  the  Chairman: 

Q.  What  is  your  name,  please? — A.  M.  E.  Matlack. 

Q.  You  are  the  file,  bill,  and  printing  clerk  of  the  House? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Pursuant  to  the  resolution  of  this  committee,  have  you  the 
original  bill  and  resolution  introduced  by  Representative  Lalley,  of 
Connecticut? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  Will  you  produce  them,  please? 

(Papers  handed  to  the  chairman.) 
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TESTIMONY  OF  BENJAMIN  WEBSTER. 

Benjamin  Webster,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows: 
The  Chairman.  Will  Mr.  Olmsted  ask  Mr.  Webster  a  few  questions? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Webster,  where  do  you  live? — A.  Waterbury,  Conn. 

Q.  You  are  spending  the  winter  in  Washington? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  capacity? — A.  Secretary  to  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  How  long  nave  you  been  such  secretary? — A.  Since  July  1, 
1907. 

Q.  What  were  you  engaged  in  prior  to  that  time  ? — A.  As  a  student. 

Q.  Where?— A.  Yale  College. 

(J.  Was  your  home  in  Waterbury  prior  to  that  time  ? — A.  Always 
has  been  in  Waterbury. 

Q.  What  other  occupation  have  you  now  except  that  of  secre- 
tary?— A.  I  have  been  studying  law  at  Georgetown  University. 

Q.  Have  you  been  doing  work  of  any  other  character? — A.  No;  I 
have  written  for  magazines  occasionally — a  few  articles.  I  have  not 
done  anything  of  the  kind  since  Christmas,  however. 

Q.  What  magazines  did  you  write  for? — A.  Some  advertising  mag- 
azine in  Cincinnati.  I  believe  I  wrote  a  little  more.  It  is  an  article 
on  socialism,  was  the  last  one  I  wrote. 

Q.  Advertising  socialism? — A.  As  far  as  I  understand  this  maga- 
zine, the  general  policy  is  to  get  articles  of  general  interest  to  its 
readers. 

Q.  On  what  subject  did  you  contribute  articles? — A.  That  is  the 
only  one  I  have  written  for  them. 

Q.  What  was  that  on? — A.  On  socialism,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  the  only  article  you  wrote  for  that  magazine? — A.  As  I 
remember  it;  yes,  sir.  I  do  not  know;  there. may  nave  been  two  or 
three  jokes,  or  attempts  at  jokes. 

Q.  You  are  not  a  socialist,  are  you? — A.  I  do  not  know,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  or  are  you  not? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  socialism  is, 
to  tell  the  truth. 

Q.  You  are  like  a  good  many  writers  on  some  subjects.  Have  you 
ever  voted  a  socialistic  ticket? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  other  magazines  did  you  write  for? — A.  I  could  not  say. 
I  do  not  remember.  I  sent  out  stories — a  few  little  jokes  I  have 
sent,  written  up.  It  did  not  amount  to  anything;  nothing  special 
in  it. 

Q.  Did  you  write  on  any  specific  subject? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Not  been  writing  on  the  submarine  subject? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  written  anything  for  any  newspapers? — A.  I  have 
sent  the  home  paper  a  few  letters. 

m  Q.  Upon  what  subject? — A.  On  the  Jim  Crow  laws,  a  new  expe- 
rience to  me.     It  was  the  first  subject. 

Q.  Much  interest  in  that  in  Waterbury? — A.  I  thought  there 
would  be. 

Q.  You  said  home  paper.  Do  you  mean  Waterbury  papers? — 
A.  The  city  editors  of  the  American  are  personal  acquaintances 
of  mine.     I  wrote  them  some  letters. 
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Q.  Waterbury  American? — A.  Waterbury  American. 

Q.  Any  other  papers  in  Connecticut? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Dia  you  write  any  Washington  dispatches  for  any  of  the  papers 
in  Connecticut? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  never  done  any  newspaper  work 
of  any  kind. 

Q.  What  other  articles  did  you  write  for  the  Waterbury  American  ? — 
A.  I  have  written  several  letters  to  the  city  editor. 

Q.  Who  are  the  Connecticut  newspaper  men  here  in  the  city? — A. 
I  think  Mr.  Spencer  and  Mr.  Wallmo  represent  the  most  of  the  Con- 
necticut papers.  I  believe  they  have  generally  the  newspapers; 
they  send  out  Washington  dispatches. 

Q.  Who  represents  the  Waterbury  paper? — A.  I  believe  that  it  ifl 
the  partnership  of  Mr.  Spencer  and  Mr.  Wallmo  represent  the  Water- 
bury paper. 

Q.  Did  you  furnish  them  with  any  information  for  publication? — A 
I  have  discussed  different  things  with  them.  I  have  never  given 
them  any  thing  in  the  way  of  a  prepared  article. 

Q.  Just  told  .them  things? — A.  Told  them  things. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  information  you  gave  them? — A.  Just 
general  conversation. 

Q.  With  whom? — A.  Various  friends  around  the  Capitol. 

Q.  Who  are  they? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  remember  any  specific 
conversations  which  I  have  had  which  have  offered  material  for  any 
article. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  them  about  submarine  matters  ? — A.  I  do  not 
remember  any  conversation  in  regard  to  submarine  matters  unless 
it  has  been  facts  that  have  come  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  What  facts  came  to  your  knowledge? — A.  In  reference  to  the 
excess  profit  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  past  and  in  the  future, 
$3,000,000;  I  gave  them  that  information  at  the  time,  I  believe. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  either  of  those  gentlemen  that  there  has  been  soma 
evidence  taken  by  this  committee  that  had  not  been  printed  in  the 
record  or  had  been  suppressed  in  any  way? — A.  I  do  not  remembel 
that  I  have. 

Q.  I  wish  you  would  refresh  your  memory  and  see  if  you  did  not.— 
A.  It  is  possible  that  I  made  that  remark,  but  I  could  not  say  defi- 
nitely whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Is  it  probable  that  you  did? — A.  No;  I  would  not  say  that  it 
was  probable,  because  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Well,  you  did  make  it,  now,  did  you  not? — A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  Now,  if  it  is  a  fact  that  the  evidence  is  all  printed  up  to  this 
date,  at  least  as  far  as  the  printer  could  get  with  it,  what  evidence  is 
there  that  has  been  suppressed;  what  do  you  mean  by  that? — A.  I 
do  not  know  that  I  usedthe  word  "suppressed." 

Q.  Well,  unprinted,  then. — A.  As  1  understand,  Mr.  Early  gave 
some  testimony  which  was  not  printed  in  the  record.  Several  news- 
paper men  asked  me  about  it  and  expressed  surprise  that  it  was  not 
m  the  record.  It  came  to  my  knowledge  through  them  first.  A 
great  many  newspaper  men  have  called  in  the  office  and  asked  for 
copies;  they  naturally  asked  Mr.  Lilley  for  copies  of  the  hearings. 

Q.  Why  did  they  go  to  Mr.  Lilley  for  copies  of  the  hearings!— A. 
Because  it  was  advertised  as  the  Lilley  investigation,  I  suppose. 
That  is  what  it  was  talked  about  around  the  street. 
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Q.  Well,  now,  newspaper  men  came  to  the  office,  then,  pretty  fre- 
quently, did  they  not? — A.  Yes;  a  good  many  newspaper  men  have 
been  in. 

Q.  When  they  came  you  gave  them  information  ? — A.  If  I  thought 
it  was  proper,  anything  I  had  and  they  wished. 


Q.  HjFou  thought  it  was  proper? — A.  Yes,  sir. 


Where  did  you  get  the  information  that  you  gave  them? — A. 
As  I  said,  these  copies  of  hearings  mostly  was  the  information  I  gave 
to  them.  I  usually  got  copies  of  the  hearings  as  soon  as  they  were 
printed. 

O.  They  generally  came  up  from  the  printer  about  two  days  late? — 
A.  My  knowledge  of  the  case  has  always  been  two  days  late,  then. 

Q.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  when  the  newspaper  men  have 
access  to  the  record  right  here  in  the  committee  room  that  they  would 
wait  two  days  to  go  down  to  your  office  to  get  it? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do 
not  make  any  statement  of  the  kind. 

Q.  Then  from  time  to  time  you  gave  them  typewritten  matter,  did 
you  not? — A.  I  do  not  remember  any  such. 

Q.  Try  to  refresh  your  memory  a  little  bit. — A.  No,  sir;  I  never 
recall  having  given  tnem  typewritten  matter. 

Q-  You  do  not  recollect  having  handed  newspaper  men  any  type- 
written matter? — A.  No.  sir, 

Q.  Do  you  say  now  tnat  you  never  have  handed  newspaper  men 
any  typewritten  matter? — A.  I  would  not  say  that  at  all,  because 
that  has  been  extra  to  my  work  and  things  have  come  along  crowded 
from  time  to  time.  I  do  not  remember  definitely  such  incidents.  I 
would  have  made  memoranda  if  the  committee  had  wished  at  the 
time. 

Q.  We  do  not  want  memoranda;  we  would  like  a  statement  now. — 
A.  Well,  I  do  not  recall. 

Q.  Are  you  willing  to  swear  that  you  have  not  given  any  news- 
paper men  in  Washington  or  handed  them  any  typewritten  matter 
whatever  relating  to  this  investigation? — A.  No,  sir;  I  would  not  be 
willing  to  swear  that ;  I  would  swear  to  the  best  of  my  memory.  I 
would  not  make  any  positive  oath  that  I  have  not. 

Q.  You  have  made  a  good  manv  statements  to  them? — A.  When 
newspaper  men  have  come  in  they  have  asked  my  opinion  of  different 
things,  and  I  have  told  them  what  I  thought. 

Q.  They  were  very  glad  to  get  your  opinion? — A.  I  do  not  know 
that  their  desire  was  to  get  anything  but  information. 

Q.  Did  you  give  them  Mr.  Lilley's  opinion  also? — A.  I  do  not 
know  that  I  have. 

Q.  Well,  now,  do  you  see  that  gentleman  right  there,  that  good- 
looking  gentleman  with  glasses  [referring  to  Mr.  James  Hay]  s — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hand  him  an  envelope  with  typewritten  matter  in 
it  or  not?— A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  leave  it  as  his  office? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  telephone   to  him A.  If  you   will  tell   me 

where  his  office  is 

Q.  You  are  telling  me  things;  I  am  not  telling  you. — A.  I  do  not 
remember  ever  having  seen  the  gentleman  in  our  office. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  whether  vou  saw  him  in  your  office. — A.  I  do 
not  remember  ever  having  telephoned  to  liim. 
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Q.  Do  you  remember  ever  leaving  a  paper  for  anybody  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Typewritten  matter? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  positively  now  that  you  never  did? — A.  I  could  not 
say  that. 

Q.  Do  you  say  positively  that  you  have  not  given  typewritten  mat- 
ter to  correspondents  for  Connecticut  newspapers?— A.  I  have  given 
typewritten  matter  to  correspondents  of  Connecticut  newspapers,  but 
1  understood  you  in  reference  to  the  submarine  investigation. 

Q.  Have  you  given  any  typewritten  matter,  then,  in  reference  to 
submarine  investigations,  or  any  affidavits,  or  any  evidence  before  this 
committee  ? — A.  I  may  have  had  copies  of  affidavits  in  the  office  that 
were  called  for.  I  can  not  remember  any  specific  instance  that  I 
handed  any  to  anyone  that  I  would  be  willing  to  swear  that  I  gave  a 
certain  man  any. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  make  copies  of  affidavits? — A.  Either  I  or  the  type- 
writer there. 

Q.  Who  is  the  tvpewriter? — A.  Miss  Keliher. 

Q.  Then  you  did  have  some  papers  copied,  and  you  did  give  them 
out,  did  you? — A.  When  newspaper  men  called  for  them  they  may 
have  got  them ;  I  do  not  remember  definitely.  I  could  not  swear  that 
I  gave  to  a  certain  man  any  certain  copy. 

Q.  You  are  beginning  to  remember  that  you  did  rive  some  man 
some  copies  of  typewritten  papers? — A.  I  have  a  recollection  of  hav- 
ing made  copies  of  certain  affidavits  which  were  asked  for;  I  believe 
the  Associated  Press  got  copies  of  some  affidavits. 

Q.  How  did  the  Associated  Press  know  that  there  were  such  affida- 
vits?— A.  .1  do  not  remember  anything  except  that  they  came  in  and 
asked  for  the  affidavits. 

Q.  Who  came  in? — A.  Mr.  Say  ford  and  this  gentleman  over  here 
havfi  been  to  our  office  several  times. 

Q.  And  asked  you  for  certain  specific  affidavits,  did  they  not? — 
A.  I  do  not  remember  the  subject  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  Whose  affidavits  were  they? — A.  I  made  copies  of  most  affi- 
davits that  came  to  this  committee.  I  could  not  say  what  ones  I 
handed  out  and  what  ones  I  have  not. 

Q.  What  affidavits  have  you  copied? — A.  I  do  not  remember,  if 
you  put  it  positively  that  "way.  If  I  saw  the  affidavits,  I  could 
probably  say  whether  I  copied  them. 

Q.  Do  you  not  remember  any  particular  affidavits  you  copied? — 
A.  Not  at  this  moment ;  I  can  not  give  you  the  names. 

Q.  Not  a  single  one  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  This  all  occurred  within  a  few  weeks? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  affidavits? — A.  The  affidavits  Mr.  Lilley 
brought  in. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  to  make  copies  of  them? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
believe  so. 

Q.  Did  he  authorize  you  to  give  copies  to  the  newspapers? — A. 
One  or  two  of  them — I  believe  he  made  that  specific  statement. 

Q.  What  ones? — A.  I  do  not  remember  the  names  of  any  of  the 
affidavits.    If  you  give  me  the  names  I  could  probably  identify  them. 

Q.  Do  you  expect  me  to  be  a  mind  reader,  ir  you  can  not  remember 
the  names  that  you  copied  a  few  weeks  ago? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
that  I  copied  it;   the  typewriter  may  have  copied  it. 
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Q.  You  do  not  remember  whether  you  copied  any? — A.  I  prob- 
ably have. 

Q.  What  ones  did  you  copy? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  copy  any  that  you  have  not  given  out? — A.  Not  that 
I  know  of. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  not  call  up  newspaper  men  by  telephone  and  tell 
them  that  you  nad  something  for  them  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember  any 
such  incident. 

Q.  Not  a  single  incident  of  that  kind? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Neither  a  Connecticut  newspaper  man  nor  anybodv  else? — 
A.  Mr.  Wallmo  has  called  me  up  and  asked  me  for  things  from  time 
to  time;  he  may  have  asked  me  if  we  had  anything,  and  I  may  have 
told  him  to  come  around  later;  something  of  that  kind. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  call  him  up? — A.  Do  you  mean  on  my  own  initia- 
tive! 

Q.  I  do  not  care  whose  initiative  that  was:  did  you  call  him  up? — 
A.  I  called  him  up,  Mr.  Wallmo,  a  good  many  times;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  whose  initiative  was  it? — A.  Well,  Mr.  Wallmo  asked  me 
if  we  had  any  news.  He  comes  around  once  or  twice  a  day,  perhaps, 
with  Mr.  Spencer.  I  would  tell  him  to  come  in  later,  and  he  asked 
me  to  let  him  know  when  I  had  it  ready,  and  I  would  call  him  up. 

Q.  You  did  call  him  up  and  tell  him  you  had  something? — A.  Yes; 
I  probably  did. 

Q.  Why  was  it  that  you  did  not  remember  anything  of  the  kind 
at  all?  5ow,  I  will  as£  you  more  specifically  about  Mr.  Hay.  Did 
not  Mr.  Hay  call  you  up" or  you  call  him  up? — A.  Who  is  Mr.  Hay, 
may  I  ask?' 

Q.  Mr.  Hay  is  correspondent  of  the  Washington  Times.  A.  I  do 
not  remember  having  seen  Mr.  Hay  in  our  office. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  whether  he  was  in  your  office.  Did  vou  leave 
some  papers  for  him  in  an  envelope  and  tell  him  he  would  get  it  if 
he  would  come  to  your  office? — A.  I  do  not  remember;  I  may  have 
done  it,  but  I  do  not  remember  the  time. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  one  time  that  this  committee  took  a  recess 
until  Tuesday,  March  31?  Now,  to  change  the  subject,  Mr.  Lilley 
went  on  to  Connecticut  at  that  time,  did  he  not?  Do  vou  remember 
when  he  returned? — A.  I  think  it  was  Tuesdav  or  Wednesday  morn- 

; — will  you  tell  me  the  dav  of  the  week  of  Alarch  31  ? 

}.  March  19  was  Thursday. — A.  I  remember  Mr.  Lilley's  being 
away  one  time  for  three  or  four  days. 

Q.  That  is  the  time;  we  put  the  hearing  over  a  little  later  on  his 
account.  Now  I  will  ask  you  if  you  do  not  remember  while  Mr. 
Lilley  was  absent  you  gave* out  some  matter?— A.  Yes;  I  do  recall. 

Q.  What  was  it?— A.  There  were  certain  exhibits  that  were  in  the 
District  court,  which  I  secured  copies  of,  in  the  local  court.  I  believe 
in  the  case  of  Senator  M.  C.  Butler— Shelly,  Butler  &  Martin.  I 
do  not  remember  the  other  part  of  the  case.  There  were  certain 
exhibits  and  testimony  which  had  been  sworn  to.  as  I  understood, 
and  admitted  as  evidence. 

Q.  Admitted  as  evidence  where? — A.  In  that  case,  showing  that 
Senator  Butler  had  received  $12,266.66,  I  believe,  from  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  or  the  Holland  Boat  Company,  and  he  had  taken 
the  check,  as  I  understood  it,  and  cashed  it,  and  the  other  two  mem- 
bers of  the  firm  had  never  received  their  share,  and  they  were  filing  a 
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complaint  and  suing  to  recover  what  they  were  claiming  was  their 
portion  of  that  remuneration  from  the  Electric  or  the  Holland  Boat 
Company. 

Q.  Who  told  you  about  that  case? — A.  I  do  not  remember;  I 
think  Mr.  Fahy,  of  the  Times,  told  me. 

Q.  How  do  you  spell  that  name? — A.  F-a-h-y. 

Q.  What  Times?— A.  Washington  Times. 

Q.  Who  told  you  about  the  case? — A.  I  could  not  say  definitely. 
I  remember  his  mentioning  the  case;  I  do  not  know  whether  he  was 
the  first  one  or  not. 

Q.  Did  he  mention  it  to  you  or  you  to  him? — A.  He  mentioned 
it  to  me. 

Q.  Who  else  told  you  about  the  case? — A.  I  do  not  remember  how 
the  case  first  came  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Who  told  you  about  it  at  afl  at  any  time? — A.  I  believe  that 
I  got  the  information  somewhere  that  this  case  was  pending  before 
the  District  court  and  that  there  was  some  stuff  in  it  relative  to  Mr. 
Butler. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  that  information? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
where  it  did  come  from. 

Q.  You  can  remember  somebody  from  whom  you  got  it? — A.  I 
know  I  talked  with  the  attorney,  the  attorney  was  Mr.  Poe.  He 
had  the  case  in  charge. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  Mr.  Poe? — A.  He  was  the  one  I 
was  directed  to. 

Q.  Who  directed  you  to  him? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  How  was  it  that  you  remembered  Mr.  Poe  and  do  not  remem- 
ber the  name  of  the  man  who  directed  you  to  him? — A.  Because  I 
went  and  saw  Mr.  Poe.  The  name  struck  me  as  being  similar  to 
Edgar  Allan  Poe.     That  is  the  way. 

Q.  Can't  you  remember  some  literary  character  whose  name  re- 
minds you  of  the  name  of  the  man  who  directed  you  to  the  man 
whose  name  resembles  Edgar  Allan  Poe? — A.-  He  said  his  firm  was 
trying  the  case.  J 

Q.  Who  said  so? — A.  I  do  not  remember  whether  it  was  Mr. 
Fahy,  or  not.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  learned  in  the  Times  office 
that  this  case  was  there  or  where  he  got  the  information. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  where  he  got  the  information.  I  am  trying  to 
find  out  where  you  got  it. — A.  1  remember  Mr.  Fahy  gave  it  to  me. 

Q.  WTiere? — A.  In  our  office,  I  believe. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  knownMr.  Fahy  ? — A.  Since  last  November;  I 
believe  it  was  the  1st  of  December. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  meet  him  then? — A.  He  walked  into  our 
office  in  the  Capitol  and  inquired  for  news,  said  he  was  looking  for  any 
news;  wanted  to  know  if  I  could  give  him  any  stories. 

Q.  On  what  subject? — A.  He  did  not  seem  to  know  at  that  time 
what  he  did  want. 

Q.  Was  your  office  sort  of  a  news  center? — A.  As  far  as  I  know,  he 
was  going  around  looking  over  the  Capitol.  Mr.  Fahy  was  acquainted 
with  some  newspaper  men  in  Waterbury,  and  I  suppose  he  had  come 
around  to  call  incidentallv. 

Q.  Who  is  the  man  in  Waterbury;  do  you  happen  to  remember  his 
name? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Fahy  is  a  cousin  of  Mr.  Cnapin,  of  the  Water- 
bury  American. 
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Q.  He  writes  for  the  Waterbury  American? — A.  If  I  understand  it, 
Mr.  Spencer  and  Mr.  Wallmo  have  the  exclusive  business  for  the 
Waterbury  American  here. 

Q.  Then  it  was  not  for  the  Waterbury  American? — A.  I  believe 
Mr.  Fahy  is  correspondent  for  the  Journal  and  Courier  of  New  Haven, 
Conn.,  and  some  Boston  papers. 

Q.  Who  is  the  correspondent  of  the  Waterbury  Republican? — A.  I 
do  not  know,  unless  they  subscribe  to  some  press  bureau — Associated 
Press. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  do  or  not? — A.  No,  sir. 
Q.  Did  you  ever  write  for  them  ? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 
Q.  Not  to  your  knowledge? — A.  No,  sir;  I  never  wrote  for  them. 
Q.  Have  you  written  unconsciously  for  them? — A.  No,  sir. 
Q.  Mr.  Fahy,  you  say,  did  write  for  some  Connecticut  paper? — A. 
He  is  the  correspondent  of  the  Journal  and  Courier,  I  understand;  I 
am  not  certain. 

Q.  Then  the  other  two  gentlemen  do  not,  as  you  indicated  a  while 
ago,  have  a  monopoly  of  the  Connecticut  papers? — A.  I  believe  I 
referred  to  the  Waterbury  American  when  I  said  monopoly.  There  is 
another  one  in  Hartford  I  forgot  to  mention,  Mr.  Hallan. 

Q.  Any  more? — A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q-  Any  Connecticut  newspaper  men  in  the  room  at  present? — A. 
Here  is  Mr.  Spencer. 

Q.  What  paper  does  he  represent? — A.  I  only  know  the  Waterbury 
American. 

Q.  He  is  the  Mr.  Spencer  whom  you  have  spoken  about? — A.  He  is 
the  Mr.  Spencer. 

Q.  What  information  did  you  furnish  Mr.  Spencer? — A.  He  has 
been  almost  a  daily  visitor  at  the  room.  I  could  not  say  what  infor- 
mation I  have  given  him.  I  do  not  remember  whether  he  has  had 
copies  of  these  affidavits:  but  if  any  newspaper  men  have  had,  then  he 
has  probablv  gotten  copies  of  the  affidavits,  any  affidavits  that  news- 
paper men  ftave  had: 

Q.  You  gave  him  all  the  information  you  had  when  he  came  for  it, 
did  you  not? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  you  mean  by  that  question. 

Q.  It  is  a  very  plain  question. — A.  I  gave  him  certain  information. 
If  I  had  a  copy  of  the  affidavit  and  it  had  been  submitted  to  the  com- 
mittee, he  was  perfectly  welcome  to  the  copy,  if  I  had  a  carbon  copy. 

Q.  You  gave  it  out  sometimes  before  it  came  to  the  committee,  too, 
did  you  not? — A.  As  I  understand,  in  the  case  of  these  affidavits 
before  the  District  court,  they  have  never  been  submitted  to  the  com- 
mittee. I  know  of  no  other  affidavit  or  anything  that  has  been  given 
to  the  public  before  it  came  to  the  committee. 

Q.  Then  you  did  rive  that  to  Mr.  Hay  while  Mr.  Lilley  was  away  ? — 
/  .  I  do  not  know  Mr.  Hay. 

Q.  I  do  not  care  whether  you  know  him ;  you  left  that  in  an  envel- 
c  >e  for  him? — A.  Not  that  1  know  of. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  a  litttle  while  ago,  then?  Whom  did  you 
{  re  it  to  ? — A.  This  Associated  Press  man,  as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  Did  not  give  it  to  anyone  else? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having 
{  ren  it. 

Q.  Let  us  go  back  to  Mr.  Fahy.  It  was  upon  Mr.  Fahy's  direction 
3  u  went  to  see  Mr.  Poe? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

\  What? — A.  I  think  so;  I  could  not  be  positive  as  to  that. 
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Q.  Who  else  gave  you  direction  on  the  subject? — A.  I  do  not 
remember  any. 

Q.  Whom  else  did  you  talk  with  on  the  subject? — A.  I  do  not 
remember.  I  went  to  the  District  court  and  saw  the  clerk,  who  at 
first  could  not  locate  it;  he  said  the  case  was  pending  and  it  was 
before  the  justice;  I  would  have  to  wait  and  see  Mr.  Lemon,  the 
assistant  clerk. 

Q.  Let  us  recall  the  conversation  before  you  went  there. — A.  I  do 
not  remember  the  conversation. 

Q.  Never  talked  to  anybody  about  it  but  Mr.  Fahy? — A.  I  do  not 
remember  any  person  having  any  conversation  at  all  in  reference  to 
exhibits  except  Mr.  Fahy. 

Q.  Why  should  you,  a  Congressman's  secretary,  be  bothering 
yourself  about  the  court  records  in  Washington? — A.  I  had  read  Mr. 
Butler's  testimony,  and  it  seemed  to  me  that  that  point  sort  of  upset 
Mr.  Butler's  testimony.  He  had  testified  under  oath  only  nine  or 
ten  months  ago  that  these  exhibits  and  affidavits  were  entirely  for- 

fotten  by  him  at  the  time  he  testified;  they  were  entirely  forgotten, 
[e  admitted  them  all  eight  or  nine  ^months  ago,  the  items  and  every- 
thing, the  exhibits.  It  seemed  to  me  very  strange  that  he  could  not 
remember  those  when  they  had  been  sucfi  an  important  point  in  the 
case  pending  that  he* had  matter  of  charge  of  $12,000;  it  seemed  to 
me  he  ought  to  remember  those  in  the  testimony. 

Q.  That  is  quite  a  liberal  number  of  things*  that  you  think  Mr. 
Butler  ought  to  have  remembered  after  a  lapse  of  nine  months.  Will 
you  try  to  remember  something  that  occurred  within  a  shorter  period, 
namely,  the  conversation  of  different  people  which  led  vou  to  go  to 
the  court  records  to  examine  them? — A.  I  do  not  recafl  any  others 
beside  Mr.  Fahy. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  talk  to  Mr.  Lilley  about  it  ? — A.  I  do  not  remem- 
ber anv  conversation  before  he  returned. 

Q.  fiefore  he  returned  or  after  he  returned,  what  conversation 
did  you  have? — A.  Well,  he  reprimanded  me  after  his  return  for 
having  let  that  go  to  the  press. 

Q.  Did  he  discharge  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  to  you  before  he  went  away? — A.  In  refer- 
ence to  giving  news  to  the  press? 

Q.  With  reference  to  giving  this  information  in  this  case? — A.  I  do 
not  remember  that  he  said  anything. 

Q.  Try  to  remember. — A.  I  do  not  remember  having  a  conversation 
with  regard  to  that  before  his  return. 

Q.  When  did  you  and  Mr.  Fahy  have  this  talk  about  it? — A.  You 
say  he  left  on  Thursday 

Q.  I  am  not  talking  about  Mr.  Lilley,  I  am  talking  about  Mr. 
Fahy. — A.  I  understood  you  to  say  Mr.  Lilley  left  on  Thursday, 
March  19 ;  I  do  not  remember  the  dates  except  as  you  have  given  them 
to  me ;  perhaps  it  was  Friday  or  Saturday. 

Q.  Perhaps  it  was  and  perhaps  it  was  not.  I  want  to  find  out 
when  it  was. — A.  I  do  not  remember  which  date  it  was. 

Q.  Before  Mr.  Lilley  went  away? — A.  After  he  went  away. 

Q.  When  did  Mr.  Butler  testify? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  not  know  that  Mr.  Butler  testified  before  you  went  to 
the  court  record? — A.  No;  I  did  not. 
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Q.  How  do  you  know  whether  he  did  or  not? — A.  I  know  I  had 
read  his  testimony  in  the  newspapers  before  I  went  there. 

Q.  When  did  you  read  it? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  What  paper? — A.  I  do  not  remember  what  paper,  I  remember 
Ms  testimony  preceding. 

Q.  I  will  give  you  something  else  to  gauge  by.  How  long  after  Mr. 
Butler  testified  was  it  that  Mr.  Fahy  told  you  this? — A.  I  have  just 
stated  that  I  do  not  remember  the  date  of  Mr.  Butler's  testimony  at 
all,  except  as  it  came  to  my  attention  in  the  printed  reports. 

Q.  Wnat  sort  of  printed  report,  then,  when  did  you  read  it? — A.  I 
haven't  it  before  me;  I'can  not  tell. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  think  it  is  singular  Mr.  Butler  should  not,  nine 
months  ago? — A.  That  is  a  case  of  Mr.  Butler's  that  is  still  pending. 

Q.  This  investigation  is  still  pending,  and  you  are  still  penaing,  and 
you  can  not  remember  things  that  happened  three  or  four  weeks 
ago? — A.  I  did  not  expect  to  be  subpoenaed  as  a  witness  or  I  would 
have  made  memoranda. 

Q.  That  does  not  make  any  difference  in  your  telling  us  the  whole 
truth?— A.  It  would  assist  my  memory  if  I  would  put  down  memo- 
randa of  things. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  if  you  had  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Fahy 
at  all  it  was  before  Mr.  Lilley  went  away? — A.  No,  sir;  I  know  noth- 
ing of  the  kind. 

Q.  How  do  you  remember  that,  then? — A.  I  can  simply  gather 
from  the  information  that  you  have  given  me  that  Mr.  Lilley  went 
away  and  Senator  Butler's  testimony  which  came  out;  it  must  have 
been  after  Mr.  Lilley  went  awav.  You  said  that  he  went  away  on  Thurs- 
dav,  as  I  remember  it,  and  I  gave  the  Associated  Press  man  these 
exhibits  on  the  following  Monday  or  Tuesday;  I  think  it  was  Monday 
morning  I  gave  them,  and  it  was  a  day  or  two  before  that  I  got  the 
information  and  looked  up  the  matter. 

Q.  By  whose  orders?  jBv  whose  orders  did  you  give  them  to  the 
newspapers? — A.  I  have  just  said  it  was  on  my  own  initiative;  Mr. 
Lilley  reprimanded  me  for  having  done  it. 

Q.*  To  whom  else  did  you  talk  about  it  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Try  to  remember. — A.  I  may  have  told  other  newspaper  men 
about  it";  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  know  Senator  Thurston,  do  you  not  ? — A.  I  had  the  pleasure 
of  meeting  him. 

Q.  Did  he  not  tell  you  anything  about  it  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  had  any  conversation  with  him  on  the  subject? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Either  before  or  after  the  obtaining  of  the  information  from  the 
courts— A.  No,  sir. 

O.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Neff*— A.  Yes. 

(  .  Ever  have  any  conversation  with  him  ? — A.  After  Mr.  Lilley*  s 
reti  rn  I  believe  I  met  him  one  time,  and  he  wanted  to  know  wny 
I  h  id  given  those  affidavits  out. 

(  r  He  waited  until  after  Mr.  Lilley's  return  before  he  asked  you? — 
A.  I  do  not  remember  those  dates  fMr.  Lilley  may  have  come  back 
tw<  nty-four  hours  before  or  after  Neff  saw  me;  I  can  not  remember; 
I  a  n  not  place  the  dates. 

(  All  you  remember  is  that  it  was  while  Mr.  Lilley  was  away? — 
A.    t  was  while  Mr.  Lilley  was  away. 
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Q.  How  do  you  remember  that  and  not  remember  anything  else?— 
A.  He  has  only  been  away  twice,  I  believe,  and  I  would  naturally 
remember  the  fact  that  he  was  away,  and  that  he  reprimanded  me 
after  his  return. 

Q.  In  whose  interests  did  you  think  you  were  giving  that  matter 
to  the  newspapers? — A.  I  thought  in  tne  interests  of  the  investiga- 
tion. Mr.  fiutler  had  come  to  the  stand,  and,  as  I  understood  it, 
these  facts 

Q.  So  that  your  only  motive  was  to  assist  in  the  investigation? — 
A.  As  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Lilley  had  initiated  the  investigation, 
and  incidentally  to  assist  him. 

Q.  Anybody  else? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  it  occur  to  you,  incidentally,  that  the  committee  might  be 
interested  in  having  information  bearing  on  the  subject? — A.  No,  sir; 
that  did  not  occur  to  me. 

Q.  Are  you  a  stenographer? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  not  a  stenographer? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  a  typewriter?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  a  stenographer  at  all? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  typewriter  work  have  you  done  with  reference  to  this 
investigation? — A.  I  believe  I  typewrote  the  original  resolution,  and 
perhaps  some  of  the  affidavits. 

O.  You  mean  you  made  copies  of  them  from  the  original? — A.  Why, 
if  there  has  been  anything  that  Mr.  Lilley  wanted  prepared  at  toe 
time  I  was  in  the  office  I  probably  did  it,  but  I  can  not  remember 
what.     Then  I  prepared  some  questions  and  data  in  Mr.-Neff's  office. 

Q.  In  the  Colorado  Building? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Yes;  assisted  Mr.  Neff  in  getting  them  out,  didn't  you?  What 
kind  of  a  machine  do  you  operate  ? — A.  We  have  the  Underwood  type- 
writer. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  that? — A.  Why,  Mr.  Lilley  has  an  Under- 
wood machine  m  his  office  at  216. 

Q.  That  is  the  one  you  use  in  Mr.  Lilley's  office? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Has  he  any  at  the  hotel? — A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Do  you  do  any  typewriting  at  the  hotel? — A.  I  never  have 
done  any. 

Q.  You  did  assist  Mr.  Neff  in  his  office? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  typewriter  did  you  use  there? — A.  I  don't  know. 
I  think  it  is  a  Smith;  lam  not  sure;  it  has  the  same  keyboard. 

O.  As  what? — A.  As  I  understand,  there  is  a  standard  keyboard 
within  two  or  three  characters  on  machines  that  are  on  the  market. 

Q.  Mr.  Neff  has  only  one  kind  of  a  machine  in  his  office? — A.  I  do 
not  remember  whether  he  has — he  has  two  machines;  I  don't  remem- 
ber the  other  kind.     One  he  has  laid  aside. 

Q.  You  wrote  sometimes  on  one  machine  and  sometimes  on  the 
other? — A.  I  think  I  have  typewritten  on  both  of  them. 

Q.  When  Mr.  Lilley  offered  bills  or  resolutions,  did  you  prepare  or 
typewrite  them? — A.  I  think  I  have. 

Q.  I  show  you  a  file  of  bills  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  has  just 
left  here,  and  ask  you  which  ones  you  wrote? — A.  It  is  my  recollec- 
tion I  wrote  all  of  these  [referring  to  certain  papers],  and  I  am  not  cer- 
tain as  to  these  others. 

Q.  A  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Lieut.  Byron  Bradford; 
a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Capt.  George  W.  Child;  a 
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fefll  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Heniy  M.  Gaunt:  a  bill  grant- 
ing an  increase  of  pension  to  Romanzo  A.  Nichols;  a  bill  granting  an 

increase  of  pension  to  Lydia  E.  Sherman A.  Just  a  minute.     If 

you  wish  me  to  positively  swear  that  I  typewrote  all  those  I  can  not 
do  that.      This  is  just  my  recollection. 

Q.  A  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Anna  Schneider;  a  bill 
granting  an  mcrease  of  pension  to  Andrew  C.  Barry;  a  bill  granting 
an  increase  of  pension  to  Edwin  W.  Braman;  a  bill  granting  an 
increase  of  pension  to  Michael  Kavanaugh;  a  bill  granting  an  increase 
of  pension  to  Henry  M.  Prindle;  a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pen- 
sion to  John  M.  Gallagher;  a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to 
Francis  Hoey;  a  paper  entitled  House  resolution  255,  introduced 
bv  Mr.  Lilley  for  reference  to  Committee  on  Rules,  being  the  resolu- 
tion with  reference  to  the  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company, 
etc.;  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  Rose  B.  Armour;  a  bill  granting  a  pension 
to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  are  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of 
manual  labor  and  providing  for  pension  to  widows,  minor  children, 
and  dependent  parents;  a  Dill  granting  an  increase  in  pension  to 
F.  L.  Bayliss;  a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Dora  K.  Fla- 
herty; a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Mary  Spilane;  a  bill 
granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  James  H.  Sutherland;  a  bill 
granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  William  H.  Wilson;  a  bill  granting 
an  increase  of  pension  to  Charles  C.  Jones;  a  bill  granting  an  mcrease 
of  pension  to  Mary  E.  Pierce ;  a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension 
to  Carlos  Dart;  a  Dill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  John  Fagin; 
a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension  to  Francis  Bomaur;  a  bill  grant- 
ing an  increase  of  pension  to  John  G.  Homan;  a  bill  granting  an 
increase  of  pension  to  James  C.  Jennings;  a  bill  granting  an  increase 
of  pension  to  Harry  A.  Willard;  a  bill  granting  an  increase  of  pension 
to  Benjamin  Kelsey.  'fhose  you  think  you  did  the  typewriting?— 
A.  That  is  my  recollection. 

Q.  What  about  those  two  others? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  those. 

Q.  They  are  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  location  of  a  public  building  at 
Winsted,  Conn.,  and  a  bill  for  the  location  of  a  building  at  Naugatuck, 
Conn.  ? — A.  I  think  those  were  undoubtedly  some.  I  am  not  certain 
about  that.  I  think  they  were  in  our  desk  from  last  year,  except  that 
one.  This  bill  must  have  been  kept  over  from  last  year;  both  of  them 
kept  over. 

Q.  They  were  bills  kept  over  from  last  year,  and  you  were  the 
secretary  then? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  was  the  secretary  at  that  time? — A.  I  don't 
know. 

Q.  Leaving  House  bills  4821  and  4822  out  of  the  question,  where 
did  you  do  the  typewriting  on  these  other  bills  and  resolutions? — A. 
Those  look  as  though  they  had  all  been  done  on  my  Underwood 
m«  chine. 

<  J.  Where? — A.  Capitol  building;  the  new  Office  Building,  I  think, 
i  \.  In  your  room?     What  is  the  number  of  it? — A.  It  is  now  216. 

<  j.  This  House  resolution  255  reads  as  follows: 

1  mired,  That  a  special  committee  of  five  Members  of  the  House  be  appointed  by 
the  Speaker  to  investigate  the  conduct  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  of  New  Jersey 
•tic  tneir  predecessor,  the  Holland  Boat  Company,  respecting  the  methods  employee! 
by  aid  company  in  connection  with  past  and  proposed  legislation  before  Congress: 
Pn  ided,  That  said  committee  may  employ  a  stenographer  and  one  clerk  and  is  hereby 
aut  ~*zed  and  empowered  to  send*  for  persons  and  papers,  to  compel  the  attendance  of 
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witnesses,  and  administer  oaths,  and  that  the  expenses  incurred  hereunder  snail  be  : 
paid  out  of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House,  on  vouchers  prepared  by  the  chairman 
of  said  committee:  Provided  further,  That  said  committee  shall  report  their  findings 
to  this  House  at  such  time  as  said  investigation  may  have  been  concluded. 

Q.  When  did  you  write  that,  Mr.  Webster? — A.  That  was  several 
days  before  it  wTas  put  in.  It  was  introduced  on  a  Thursday,  I  believe. 
It  was  introduced  two  or  three  days  after. 

Q.  February  20,  1908? — A.  Introduced  two  or  three  days  before; 
possibly  that  copy  may  have  been  written  that  morning,"  I  do  not 
rememWr  what  date  that  was. 

Q.  Did  you  make  other  conies? — A.  As  I  remember  it,  Mr.  Lilley 
changed  the  wording  two  or  three  times.  I,  of  course,  corrected  the 
proof  and  the  final  copy  I  prepared  to  go  into  the  House.  I  think 
that  was  made  on  Thursday  morning,  as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  When  did  vou  first  see  a  proof  of  a  resolution  of  this  character  1 — 
A.  Mr.  Lilley  told  me  to  draw  up  a  resolution  of  that  nature,  outlining 
the  types,  and  I  did  so. 

Q.  When  did  you  do  that? — A.  As  I  remember  it,  he  left  for  Con- 
necticut and  was  gone  two  days.  That  was  on  the  Friday  or  Satur- 
day, the  week  before.  It  may  possibly  have  been  a  little  longer  than 
that;  perhaps  about  the  13th "or  February.  Mr.  Lilley  outlined  what 
he  wanted,  and  said,  "Draw  up  a  resolution  to  that  effect." 

Q.  You  have  had  a  great  deal  of  experience  in  drawing  resolutions, 
have  vou? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Yhis  is  the  first  one  you  ever  drew? — A.  I  think  it  was;  yes,  sir. 
I  went  to  the  House  document  room  and  secured  four  or  five  copies 
of  different  resolutions.  Mr.  Lilley  originally  dictated  it  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Naval  Affairs,  but  he  changed  that ;  that  was  the  change  I 
believe.  He  preferred  to  change  it  so  as  to  have  it  go  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules. 

Q.  When  did  he  do  that,  before  or  after  he  went  to  Connecticut? — 
A.  As  I  remember,  when  he  returned  from  Connecticut,  I  had  the 
resolution  drawn  up  to  refer  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs — 
that  is,  as  he  dictated  it  or  outlined  it  to  me. 

Q.  To  whom  did  he  dictate  it? — A.  To  me. 

Q.  You  are  not  a  stenographer? — A.  I  can  fill  in  incidental  prepo- 
sitions, and  so  forth.     I  took  down  what  he  wanted  me  to  draw  up. 

Q.  Took  it  stenographically ? — A.  No,  sir;  abbreviated  Englisn. 

Q.  Did  you  preserve  your  notes ? — A.  No,  sir;  they  were  just  made 
oh  a  piece  of  scrap  paper. 

Q.  Did  you  preserve  the  scraps  of  paper? — A.  No,  sir;  it  never 
occurred  to  me  that  they  would  be  wanted  again;  just  cast  them  into 
the  wastebasket. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  resolution  did  Mr.  Lilley  tell  you  to  draw?— 
A.  As  I  remember  it,  he  wanted  a  resolution  to  investigate  the  Hol- 
land Boat  Company  for  reference  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Aif airs, 
and  wanted  me  to  get  some  bills  that  were  precedents  in  the  document 
room,  and  I  got  several.  I  remember  one  of  them  was  one  of  Hob- 
son's  joint  resolutions 

O.  One  of  what? — A.  One  of  the  resolutions  I  got  there.  I  looked 
in  the  Congressional  Record  and  found  out  what  resolutions  had  been 
introduced  and  called  for  them  to  get  the  proper  form. 

Q.  Is  that  the  joint  resolution,  the  one  you  prepared  [handing  reso- 
lution to  witness]? — A.  I  also  prepared  a  joint  resolution  at  the  same 
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time  which  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  the  other  day.     At  that  time  he* 
expected  the  naval  hill  to  come  up  earlier,  and  also  prepared  a  joint 
resolution  to  introduce  to  have  the  President  appoint  a  commission. 
Q.  When  was  that? — A.  That  was  at  the  same  time;  he  outlined 
the  two  of  them  at  the  same  time. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you  he  wanted  to  investigate  about  the  Holland 
Boat  Company  or  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  had  heard  him  in 
toveral  conversations  speak  of  the  practices  of  these  people — repre- 
hensible practices. 

Q.  With  whom  was  he  talking  in  this  conversation  ? — A.  I  believe 
a  conversation  in  Waterbury  on  the  subject  with  me. 
Q.  With  whom*— A.  With  me. 

Q.  With  whom  else? — A.  None  others  that  I  know  of — that  is,  he  ♦ 
inav  have  mentioned  it  to  others,  but  no  one  in  my  presence. 

Q.  He  took  your  side  and  got  your  judgment  on  the  matter? — 
A.  No;  he  was  giving  me  information,  I  suppose,  of  the  way  things 
were  done  down  here. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you  t6  provide  that  the  resolution  should  inves- 
tigate %■ — A.  He  said,  ''Make  it  go  clear  back  so  as  to  take  in  the  Hol- 
land people/'  as  I  remembered  it.  He  told  me  he  did  not  know  what 
time  the  merger  took  place  of  the  Holland  into  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany, and  he  told  me  to  put  in  both  companies,  as  I  remember  it;  so 
as  to  be  sure  to  cover  both  of  them,  because  their  improper  practices 
ran  back  ten  or  twelve  years,  and  he  wanted  to  be  sure  to  cover  both 
companies. 

Q.  So  that  if  he  missed  anything  of  recent  date  he  would  catch 
something  farther  back?— A.  Well,  I  don't  know  what  his  purpose 
was,  but  that  is  as  he  dictated  it  to  me 

Q.  What  was  the  resolution  to  provide? — A.  It  was  to  provide,  as  I 
understood  it,  Mr.  Lilley  expected  at  that  time — well,  I  don't  know 
as  he  had  any  expectation  at  the  time  he  had  it  for  reference  to  the 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  he  expected  the  Naval  Affairs  Commit- 
tee to  investigate  it,  or  at  least  that  is  the  way  he  gave  it  to  me. 
He  dictated  and  outlined  the  general  plan  to  mvestigate  the  Hol- 
land and  Electric  Boat  companies,  their  past  methods  and  present 
methods  in  securing  legislation,  and  it  was  after  his  return  that  he 
changed  it  and  had  it  go  to  the  Committee  on  Rules.  That  is,  changed 
the  reference  and  that  changed  the  wording.  I  believe  I  had  in  the 
original  draft  referred  it  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 

Q.  In  the  body  of  the  draft  1— A.  In  the  body  of  the  resolution,  I 
believe,  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  appeared  somewhere. 

Q.  Then  it  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  that  one  change  in  the  body  of  the  draft  referring  it,  to 
be  referred  to  the  Committee  onRules.  was  not  of  your  own  motion? — 
A.   Not  at  my  own;  no.  sir.    Mr.  Lilley  suggested  that. 

Q.  So  in  redrafting  tne  resolution  you  provided  in  the  resolution  it 
should  go  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  instead  of  the  Committee  on 
Naval  Affairs? — A.  I  believe  is  the  change. 

Q.  And  in  drawing  the  final  copy  that  is  why  in  the  resolution  you 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  instead  of  the  Committee  on 
Naval  Affairs? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  made  some  corrections,  as  I  remember 
it,  in  the  rough  draft  and  the  result  of  the  typewritten  copy  of  cor- 
rections. 
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SI  ask  you  the  question  whether  that  is  the  reason  why  in  the 
copy  you  provided  in  the  resolution  for  the  Committee  on  Rules 
instead  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  As  I  remember  it, 
Mr.  Lilley  remarked  he  wanted  that  resolution  reported  and  he  did 
not  think  it  would  be  in  the  Committtee  on  Naval  Affairs,  so  he 
changed  it. 

Q.  (Last  question  read  as  follows:)  I  ask  you  the  question  whether 
that  is  the  reason  why  in  the  final  copy  you  provided  in  the  resolution 
for  the  Committee  on  Rules  instead  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Af- 
fairs?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  preserve  any  of  the  earlier  drafts  of  the  resolution? — 
A.  I  don't  know  that  there  are  any  in  the  office.  I  probably  tossed 
them  into  the  wastebasket. 

Q.  Might  you  not  be  mistaken  that  you  drew  the  one  that  was 
offered  at  all?— A.  That  resolution  you  have  in  your  hand? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No,  sir;  I  took  it  to  the  House  myself,  as  I  remember 
it  now.  I  typewrote  that  and  took  it  to  the  House  about  half  past 
1  on  Thursday  afternoon. 

Q.  Where  did  vou  typewrite  it? — A.  In  room,  as  it  is  now  called, 
216,  House  Office*  Building. 

Q.  On  what  typewriter? — A.  Underwood  typewriter. 

Q.  The  one  that  is  there  now?— A.  Well,  there  has  been  a  change. 
The  time  the  clerk  gave  us  new  machines,  we  had  a  new  machine  put 
ini    It  was  the  same  machine,  same  style,  same  type,  and  evefything. 

Q.  When  was  the  new  machine  put  in? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
the  date;  some  time  since  Christmas. 

Q.  Since  February  20? — A.  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  Was  the  old  machine  worn  out? — A.  I  believe  it  was  pretty 
well  worn. 

Q.  Is  this  made  on  the  old  machine  or  the  new  one? — A.  I  do  not 
believe  any  type  were  broken;  I  could  not  say;  the  only  way  I  can 
identify  typewriting  once  in  a  while  if  the  top  of  a  "d"  or  "p"  is 
broken  off. 

Q.  Was  it  made  on  the  same  machine  on  which  you  typewrote  the 
other  bills  and  resolutions? — A.  It  is  made  on  an  Underwood  No.  3 
machine.  It  is  either  the  one  we  have  in  our  office  to-day  or  the  old 
one  we  had. 

Q.  What  became  of  the  old  one? — A.  We  sent  that  to  Waterbunr. 
Those  that  were  made  before  Christmas  and  dated,  they  were  made 
on  the  other  machine. 

S.  What  date  did  you  send  the  machine  to  Waterbury? — A.  I 
d  not  say  that.  That  will  probably  show  in  the  United  States 
Express  receipts. 

Q.  You  think  you  wrote  this  on  the  same  day  it  was  offered, 
on  the  20th? — A.  That  is  my  recollection;  I  am  not  certain  about 
that  copy.  My  recollection  is  that  I  wrote  that  final  copy  you  have 
in  your  hand.  If  that  is  the  one  that  was  presented  to  the  House,  I 
wrote  it  an  hour  or  two  before  it  went  in,  on  Thursday  afternoon. 

Q.  I  will  call  your  attention  to — here  are  the  bills  relating  to  pen- 
sions for  John  M.  Gallagher,  Henry  M.  Prindle,  Edwin  M/Braman, 
and  Francis  Hoey,  all  appear  to  have  been  offered  on  February  19, 
that  is  the  date  preceding  the  introduction  of  the  resolution.  You 
sav  they  were  written  on  the  old  or  new  machine?— A.  I  could  not 
tell  you  the  difference,  the  same  color  of  ribbon  and  everything  on 
the  new  machine 
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Q.  You  can  tell  whether  it  is  the  old  type ;  here  is  one  introduced 
Much  4. — A.  That  is  undoubtedly  written  on  the  new  machine, 
March  4.  I  think  it  was  since  the  1st  of  March;  that  is,  I  think  on 
the  1st  of  March  we  had  the  new  machine. 

Q.  When  did  you  get  it,  then? — A.  I  think  you  can  ascertain  that 
from  Air.  Browning.  I  think  he  tyas  a  record  of  it,  the  Underwood 
people.  I  sent  down  a  sample  of  typewriting,  the  same  ribbon  and 
everything  on  the  old  machine. 

Q.  Sent  it  where? — A.  To  the  Underwood  people  and  asked  them 
for  the  same  machine,  same  style  of  type  and  ribbon. 

Q.  You  sent  it  down  to  them? — A.  On  the  order  I  submitted  to 
Mr.  Browning  for  the  machine  I  sent  this  sample. 

Q.  When  did  you  send  that  order? — A.  I  may  have  made  a  copy 
in  the  letter  book;  I  do  not  remember  the  date.  The  Underwood 
people  j>robably  have  a  memorandum  of  that. 

Q.  Now,  there  are  dates  on  those  bills,  introduced  February  18 — 
four,  I  think — February  19,  and  here  is  one  March  4.  That  is  both 
tides  of  February  20.  Were  they  all  written  on  the  same*  machine? — 
A  I  could  not  say.     Of  course  we  may  have  changed  the  ribbon* 

Q.  That  would  not  change  the  machine? — A.  1  could  not  differ- 
entiate in  the  type. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  to  differentiate  in  the  type;  I  am  asking 
you  about  which  machine  you  wrote  that  on. — A.  I  could  not  tell. 

Q.  How  often  did  you  change  machines  in  your  office? — A.  As  I 
remember,  I  changed  machines  once;  we  received  an  additional 
machine. 

Q.  When  was  it? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

(J.  "Have  you  any  way  of  finding  out? — A.  I  have  just  said  perhaps 
Mr.  Browning  would  know;  the  Underwood  people  would  probably 
know.  They  have  a  memorandum  of  the  date  they  left  the  machine 
there  and  the  date  they  sent  their  man  in  to  change  it. 

Q.  These  are  bills  written  on  February  18? — A.  I  don't  know 
whether  they  were  written  on  February  18. 

Q.  These  four  bills  that  were  offered  on  February  19,  one  bill 
offered  February  18 — four  bills  offered  February  19  and  one  bill 
offered  March  4 — they  were  either  written  on  your  old  machine  or 
the  new  machine? — A.  As  I  remember  it,  I  have  written  all  those  bills 
on  the  machine  we  have  in  the  desk.  They  were  all  written  at  the 
same  desk,  if  I  wrote  the  bills. 

0.  They  were  written  on  the  old  machine,  the  one  you  gave  in 
exchange? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  'men  the  resoultion  was  written  on  one  or  the  other  of  those 
machines? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  it  was  written  on  the  same  machine  as  some  of  these 
bills? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  outside  and  inside  of  it  was  written  at  the  same  time  on  the 
8ame  day? — A.  As  I  remember,  they  were. 

Q.  On  the  same  machine? — A.  On  the  same  machine. 

Q.  To  whom  else  besides  Mr.  Lilley  did  you  submit  the  form  of 
the  draft? — A.  No  one. 

Q.  With  whom  else  did  you  talk  about  it? — A.  Wednesday  night, 
possibly,  I  may  Jiave  mentioned  the  fact  to  Mr.  Wallmo  or  Mr. 
Spencer  that  Mr.  Lilley  would  submit  a  resolution,  that  he  might  go 
and  get  a  story  out  of  it. 


1278  HEARINGS   ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288. 

Q.  That  was  the  day  before? — A.  Evening  before. 

Q.  Evening  before  it  was  actually  introduced?  Did  you  speak  to 
him  earlier  than  that? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  remember  mentioning 
the  fact  to  anyone. 

Q.  Were  you  in  Connecticut  with  Mr.  lilley  when  he  went  home 
at  that  time? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not  been  in  Connecticut  since  the 
1st  of  October.  % 

Q.  When  he  came  back  he  suggested  some  changes  in  it  f — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  pretty  sure  that  in  the  resolution  as  you  originally 
prepared  it  it  made  mention  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs?— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Aiid  that  it  was  in  pursuance  of  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Lilley 
and  nobody  else  that  in  redrafting  it  and  in  writing  the  paper  which 
went  into  the  House,  which  we  have  here,  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee 
and  the  Committee  on  Rules  inserted  in  the  resolution  in  place  ol 
the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  As  much  as  I  remember,  he 
wrote  it,  but  I  may  have  written  it  in  at  his  dictation. 

Q.  Then  you  had  some  draft  submitted  to  you? — A.  I  secured 
printed  copies  of  resolutions 

Q.  No;  I  mean  some  rough  draft  submitted  to  you  from  which  to 
prepare  a  resolution? — A.  In  the  original? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No,  sir;  he  just  dictated  what  he  wanted  in  the 
resolution. 

Q .  I  thought  you  said  when  he  came  back  from  Connecticut 

A.  When  he  came  back  from  Connecticut  I  submitted  this  resolution 
referring  the  matter  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  to  him. 

Q.  Did  he  not  have  a  draft  then,  when  he  got  back  from  Con- 
necticut, which  he  submitted  to  you  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  We  want  to  be  sure  whether  there  were  not  some  other  forms 
of  resolutions  fully  drafted  and  which  you  saw. — A.  I  never  saw  any 
such. 

Q.  This  one  is  the  only  one  finally,  a  completed  one,  that  you 
know  of? — A.  Why,  I  may  have  made  some  carbon  copies. 

Q.  That  would  just  be  copies  of  this? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  personally  carried  it  into  the  House? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
I  personally  carried  it  into  the  House. 

Q.  About  what  time? — A.  It  was  after  1  o'clock,  I  am  certain. 
I  do  not  remember  the  exact  hour. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  it? — A.  I  gave  it  to  the  Doorkeeper  and 
asked  him  to  hand  it  to  a  page  to  put  m  the  basket. 

Q.  And  you  learned  afterwards  that  it  had  been  put  in  the  basket  ? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Lilley  at  that  time? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  was  in  the 
office,  I  believe,  when  I  left  the  office. 

Q.  Was  he  in  the  House  that  day? — A.  I  could  not  say. 

O.  Did  you  leave  any  copies  of  this  resolution  with  Mr.  Lilley 
at  the  office? — A.  I  may  have  made  carbon  copies;  I  do  not  remember. 
We  had  the  original  that  he  had  marked  over. 

Q.  Will  you  produce  one  of  those  carbon  copies? — A.  I  do  not 
know  whether  I  can.  I  can  look  in  the  office  and  see  if  there  are 
anj  around,  ^but  I  generally  passed  them  away  after  they  were 
printed. 
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Q.  Did  you  throw  them  all  away? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  thrown  all 
the  papers  away  as  soon  as  the  resolution  was  printed. 

Q.  You  do  not  make  extra  copies  just  to  throw  away? — A.  I 
usually  make  an  extra  carbon  copy  of  anything  to  keep  for  reference. 

Q.  If  you  have  kept  it  for  reference,  will  you  let  us  have  it? — A.  If 
I  can  find  it. 

Q.  You  gave  them  to  the  newspapers? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  let  anybody  have  copies? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
of  letting  anybody  have 

Q.  You  would  tell  them  in  the  evening  before? — A.  Mr.  Wallmo 
got  his  resolution  from  the  House,  I  understood. 

Q.  How  early  had  you  heard  anything  about  that  resolution? — 
A.  As  I  recall  it  it  was  about  a  week  before  this  Thursday;  it  may 
have  been  less  than  a  week;  it  may  have  been  eight  or  ten  days, 
whether  it  was  a  day  or  a  day  before  when  Mr.  Lilley  left  for  Con- 
necticut, he  dictated  and  asked  me  to  prepare  it. 

Q.  Where  did  he  go  in  Connecticut? — A.  I  don't  know.  I  imagine 
to  Waterbury. 

Q.  How  long  before  that  had  he  talked  with  you  about  such  a 
resolution  before  or  about  an  investigation? — A.  I  do  not  know  that 
he  ever  mentioned  an  investigation. 

Q.  You  say  at  the  same  time  you  prepared  this  resolution  you 
•bo  prepared  a  ioint  resolution? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Has  that  oeen  offered  in  the  House? — A.  I  believe  Mr.  Lilley 
presented  it  last  Saturday  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Q.  He  had  it  read  in  his  time  as  a  part  of  his  remarks?— A.  That 
k  my  understanding. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  it  was  actually  offered  in  the  House 
and  put  in  the  basket? — A.  I  believe  a  day  or  two  after  that  Tmade 
another  copy  from  the  record  and  took  it  over.  Mr.  Lilley  was  not 
certain  whether  it  had  gone  to  the  record  or  not  as  a  resolution. 

Q.  That  resolution  you  say  was  prepared  at  the  same  time  this 
resolution  calling  foran  investigation  of  tne  Electric  BoatCompany? — 
A.  Practically  at  the  same  time,  within  a  day  or  two. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  at  the  same  time? — A.  I  meant  in  a  general 
way. 

Q.  A  little  while  ago  I  thought  you  said  the  same  day. — A.  Well,  I 
think  it  was  the  same  day. 

Q.  Have  you  the  original  draft  that  you  made  of  that? — A.  I 
have  not  seen  it;  it  may  be  down  there  somewhere  among  the  old 
papers.  I  have  cleaned  them  out  and  thrown  them  out  two  or  three 
times. 

Q.  This  is  not  an  old  paper,  it  is  less  than  a  month  old. — A.  As 
aoon  as  they  are  submitted  or  printed 

Q.  That  was  read  last  Saturday  in  the  House,  that  is  not  very  old. — 
A  That  resolution,  I  think,  he  took  with  him,  and  the  official  stenog- 
raphers may  have  it. 

tj.  Did  he  not  bring  it  back  with  him? — A.  No,  sir;  he  left  it  with 
the  stenographers,  as  I  understood  them.  He  submitted  the  resolu- 
tion to  the  stenographers,  and  later  it  had  occurred  to  him  that  it 
had  not  been  put  in  the  basket,  and  he  asked  me  to  make  another 
copy  from  the  record  and  have  it  put  in  the  basket  over  there. 

Q.  Did  you  do  so? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  On  what  day? — A.  It  was  last  Monday  or  Tuesday,  as  I  remem- 
ber it — Monday  or  perhaps  Tuesday. 

Q.  What  was  to  be  done  with  that,  to  what  committee  was  it  tobe 
sent? — A.  It  was  to  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 

Q.  What  committee  did  it  provide  for?  I  mean  what  kind  of  a 
committee  was  to  be  appointed? — A.  A  commission,  with  two  mem- 
bers, whose  experience  had  been  in  large,  industrial  business  affairs, 
and  one  retired  chief  of  bureau,  as  I  recall  it. 

Q.  Three  persons? — A.  Three  persons. 

Q.  That  is  all? — A.  That  is  all  of  the  commission. 

Q.  This  resolution  which  you  had  put  in  the  basket  February  20, 
you  said  that  you  prepared  or  did  the  typewriting.  Did  you  also 
typewrite  the  indorsement,  or  was  that  done  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives? — A.  For  reference? 

Q.  Yes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  believe  I  typewrote  it; 
I  am  not  certain.  It  is  my  recollection  I  did,  if  that  is  the  resolution 
presented  in  the  House. 

Q.  That  is  the  resolution,  you  have  identified  it  yourself,  and  the 
Clerk  identified  it,  and  you  said  you  had  it  put  in  the  basket.  I  asked 
you  the  simple  question,  you  having  testified  to  having  typewritten 
the  inside  of  it,  I  ask  you  if  you  did  it  on  the  outside.  There  are 
some  remarks  in  p>en,  "H.  Res.  255,"  that  I  assume  are  the  writing 
of  the  Clerk.  I  simply  asked  vou  about  the  typewriting,  whether 
you  did  it  or  not. — A.  It  is  perfectly  possible  for  any  of  those  words 
to  be  changed. 

Q.  Did  you  indorse  that  bill  or  didn't  you? — A.  To  the  best  of  my 
recollection,  I  typewrote  those  three  lines  there. 

Q.  It  is  very  singular  that  you  can  remember  everything  about  the 
resolution  and  all  that,  except  something  that  we  ask  you  about.  You 
can  go  on  for  five  minutes  and  give  detail  after  detail. — A.  Well,  that 
made  auite  an  impression  on  me,  and  the  incidents  following.  But 
the  rush  of  work  came,  though  I  have  not  remembered  all  the  details. 

Q.  But  your  impression  only  extends  on  one  side  of  the  paper. — A. 
That  is  an  immaterial  thing  on  the  outside,  that  I  did  not  recollect. 
But  I  know  the  substance,  and  I  remember  having  typewritten  that 
resolution  that  went  to  the  House  that  afternoon. 

Q.  Is  this  or  not  on  the  bill  "  Introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley,  for  reference 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules?"  Do  you  say  that  is  unimportant? — A. 
As  I  understand  it,  I  had  it  "Committee"  on  Naval  Affairs"  on  the 
other,  and  that  was  changed  to  make  it  "Committee  on  Rules."  I 
don't  say  that  was  unimportant. 

Q.  That  made  enough  impression  upon  you  to  testify  about  it 
three  or  four  times,  yet  you  could  not  remember  whether  you  wrote 
it  or  not.  Did  you  do  it  on  the  same  machine  as  the  inside  ? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  I  will  read  you  from  a  dispatch  purported  to  come  from  Water- 
bury,  Conn.,  February  20,  commencing  with  this:  "Those  who  have 
watched  Congressman  Lilley' s  attitude  are  not  surprised  at  his  attack 
on  submarine  methods.  He  had  told  close  friends  that  he  had  been 
offered  bribes  by  submarine-boat  people,  and  that  any  fearless,  honest 
man  in  Congress  lived  in  constant  jeopardy  of  attack  of  the  sub- 
marine interests  if  not  willing  to  yield  to  their  blandishments."  Did 
you  write  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  make  that  statement  to  anybody? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  you  give  that  information  to  anybody  1 — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  state  it  to  anybody? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  The  article  further  continues:  " These  interests,  he  says,  have 
done  more  to  corrupt  Congress  in  ten  years  than,  any  one  agency. 
On  one  occasion  in  this  city  these  people  approached  Mr.  Lillev,  it  is 
known,  and  offered  him  a  bribe  that  ran  into  five  figures.  He  says 
that  in  each  of  his  campaigns  financial  support  of  the  submarine-boat 
people  had  been  offered  him  if  he  pledged  his  vote  to  their  measures 
before  Congress,  but  he  refused.  Mr.  Lnley  is  well  known  as  a  fighter, 
and  his  conflict  with  these  submarine  people  will  be  watchecf  with 
interest."     Did  you  write  anything  of  tnat? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  to  any  newspaper  mail  any  of  what  is  therein 
expressed*— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  ever  tell  you  anything  of  that  kind  that  is  attrib- 
uted to  him  in  this  article? — A.  They  may  have  given  me  the  infor- 
mation in  a  general  way;  my  impression  he  has  outlined  their  method 
in  reference  to  himself,  but  I  can  not  remember  anything  specific. 
I  have  the  impression  that  they  had  approached  him 

Q.  Tell  us  all  about  it.— A.  I  do  not  recall  any  definite  conversation, 
except  he  did  give  me  the  impression  that  the  methods  of  the  Holland 
people  were  very  reprehensible,  and  he  told  me  about  this  manufac- 
turer shaking  his  fist  at  him. 

0.  Did  he  say  they  had  offered  him  any  improper  consideration? — 
A  No,  sir:  I  do  not  recall  anything  like  that. 

Q.  He  did  not  mention  any  bribe,  did  he? — A.  I  don't  remember 
of  it. 

Q.  Of  five  figures  or  any  other  figures? — A.  I  don't  remember  any 
•uch  thing. 

Q.  Have  you  any  idea  where  that  dispatch  came  from? — A.  No, 

Q.  Who  could  it  have  come  from?  It  is  from  Waterbury. — A. 
What  paper  is  that  ? 

Q.  This  is  the  New  York  Sun  of  February  21,  1908.— A.  I  do  not 
know  who  is  their  correspondent. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  is  the  Waterbury  correspondent  of  the  New 
York  Sun?— A.  No.  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  spoke  a  little  while  ago  about  Mr.  Lilley  having  dictated 
some  part  of  this  to  you  ?— rA.  Some  part  of  what  ? 

Q.  Of  the  resolution. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  took  that  down  in  longhand? — A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  I  asked  you  if  you  said  you  were  not  a  stenographer. — A.  As  I 
remember,  I  said  he  dictated  the  general  outline  of  what  he  wanted 
tnd  asked  me  to  look  up  the  precedence,  and  I  prepared  it  in  form. 
As  I  remember  it  now,  it  was  just  before  he  was  leaving  in  the  after- 
noon for  Connecticut. 

Q.  You  either  took  it  in  memory  or  in  longhand? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  say  you  were  not  a  stenographer? — A.  I  am  not  a 
stenographer. 

By  Mr.  Howabd: 
Q.  What  is  your  age? — A.  Twentv-three. 
Q.  Where  were  you  raised  ? — A.  In  Connecticut. 
Q.  What  profession  have  you  been  trained  in? — A.   Why,  I  took 
the  bachelor's  degree  at  Yale  College. 


tially 
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Q.  And  how  long  have  you  been  in  Mr.  Lilley's  service? — A.  Since 
July  1,  1907. 

Q.   In  what  capacity  do  you  serve  ? — A.   As  his  secretary. 

Q.  Is  there  any  other  person  in  his  office  in  the  same  service  ? — A. 
The  last  two  months  we  nave  had  a  young  lady  named  Keliher,  who 
has  done  the  typewriting. 

Q.  For  the  last  two  months  only? — A.  Not  as  long  as  that.  I  do 
not  remember  just  how  many  weeks. 

Q.  She  does  what? — A.  She  typewrites  letters  and  does  the  steno- 
graphic work. 

Q.   Then  she  is  a  stenographer  and  typewriter? — A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Prior  to  your  employment  who  besides  yourself  was  in  the  office 
orjin  Mr.  Lilley^s  employ  in  connection  with  his  Congressional  work  ? — 
A.  No  one  has  been  in  the  officev 

Q.  Since,  your  employment,  then,  you  have  been  the  only  person 
serving  him  in  that  capacity?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.    xou  say  you  are  not  a  stenographer? — A.   No,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  take  notes  of  dictation  in  an  abbreviated  hand? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Of  your  own? — A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  found  tnat  method  satisfactory? — A.  Not  fully. 
J.  Is  it  sufficiently  accurate  to  enable  you  to  write  out  substan- 
ly  what  has  been  dictated  to  you  ? — A.  If  I  write  it  within  a  short 
space  of  time.  If  I  let  it  lie  for  two  or  three  days  possibly  I  might 
have  some  difficulty,  but  not  the  same  day. 

Q.  In  Mr.  Lilley's  dictation  to  you  does  he  dictate  literally  what 
he  wishes  written,  or  are  you  allowed  any  latitude  in  the  construction 
of  the  sentences  or  following  the  language  ? — A.  It  depends  upon  the 
nature  of  the  letter. 

O.  In  what  form  do  you  preserve  it? — A.  Why,  sometimes — I  very 
seldom  preserve  it.  At  one  time  I  used  a  stenographer's  book,  or 
took  it  on  an  old  piece  of  paper  or  letters,  and  when  I  was  through 
with  it  just  tossed  it  in  the  wastebasket. 

Q.  Hx>w  long  did  you  use  a  stenographer's  book? — A.  Why,  I  have 
used  them — whenever  it  was  necessary  to  stand  for  anytime,  and  there 
was  no  rest,  I  have  perhaps  taken  a  book.  I  have  used  them  off  and 
on.     I  believe  I  used  two  or  three  of  them. 

Q.  What  have  you  done  with  those  that  you  have  used? — A.  Why, 
they  may  be  in  tne  office,  and  I  may  have  tossed  them  in  the  waste- 
basket.  I  have  not  kept  them  that  I  know  of.  It  never  occurred 
to  me  that  they  would  be  useful  for  any  purpose,  and  I  either  threw 
them  away  or  they  are  in  the  office. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  what  the  fact  is  about  that? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
do  not.     My  impression  is  that  they  have  been  thrown  away. 

Q.  Have  you  made  any  search  for  them?— A.  I  looked  this  morning 
when  Mr.  Haynes  came  in,  but  I  did  not  find  them. 

Q.  Did  you  search  thoroughly  in  your  office? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did 
not  take  the  time,  and  Mr.  Haynes  seemed  to  be  in  a  hurry;  I  did  not 
spend  more  than  two  or  three  minutes.  My  impression  was  that  I 
had  thrown  them  away. 

Q.  Where  should  they  be  found  if  they  have  not  been  thrown 
away? — A.  They  would  be  in  one  of  the  cupboards  there,  on  the 
shelf. 
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Q.  Is  it  possible  that  they  could  be  in  any  other  place? — A.  Not 
unless  they  have  been  taken  from  the  wastebasket. 

Jj.  Were  you  served  with  a  subpoena  to  appear  and  testify? — A.  I 
erstand  I  was. 
Q.  And  how  did  you  understand  it? — A.  Why,  I  don't  remember 
whether  Mr.  Haynes  definitely  said  that  there  was  a  subpoena  out, 
which  he  had  in  his  hand,  and  he  wanted  to  know,  or  said,  "  You  are 
subpoenaed/7  as  I  understand,  "to  appear  right  away  before  the 
committee. 


Q.  When  was  that? — A.  This  morning. 


„   Did  he  hand  any  paper  to  you? — A.  Why,  I  asked  him  if  that 

riper  was  for  me,  and  he  said,  "No,"  or  he  wanted  to  know  whether 
wished  him  to  read  it  entirely,  or  whether — but  he  said  that  the 
committee  wished  me  to  appear  right  away  with  such  stenographic 
notes  as  I  had,  and  I  told  him  that  I  was  not  a  stenographer  and  had 
not  any  stenographic  notes. 

Q.  Did  he  exhibit  any  paper  to  you? — A.  He  showed  me  a  paper 
on  which  I  saw  the  name  of  Mr.  Webster,  which  seemed  to  be  a  printed 
form. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  through? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  know,  then,  what  the  contents  were? — A.  No,  sir; 
as  I  took  Mr.  Haynes's  word 

Q.  But  he  did  say  to  you  that  you  were  wanted,  and  he  wanted 
you  to  bring  your  stenographic  notes? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  replied  that  you  had  no  stenographic  notes — that  you 
were  not  a  stenographer? — A.  I  told  him  I  was  not  a  stenographer. 
I  said  I  had  two  or  three,  I  thought,  books  I  would  look  for,  but  my 
impression  was  that  I  had  thrown  them  away  at  the  time,  and  I 
loosed  in  the  place  where  I  remembered  having  kept  them,  but,  as  I 
recollect,  I  tossed  them  in  the  wastebasket. 

Q.  Then  your  failure  to  produce  these  books  is  want  of  time  to 
make  a  thorough  search? — A.  No,  sir;  it  was  because  my  impression 
was  that  I  had  no  such  notes.  That  was  the  reason  that  I  failed  to 
produce  them. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  opportunity  to  search  very  thoroughly  before 
you  came  into  the  committee? — A.  Why,  there  were  two  cupboards, 
and  one  cupboard  would  be  the  place  they  would  be  likely  to  be,  and 
also  a  box  in  which  I  looked  to  see  if  they  had  been  thrown  in  there. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 
Q.  While  I  was  out,  did  you  testify  about  how  long  before  you 
wrote  this  resolution  you  heard  concerning  an  investigation  %— A. 
The  first  information  I  had  of  it  was,  as  I  remember  it,  a  week  or  ten 
days — I  would  not  be  positive  whether  Mr.  Iilley  mentioned  it  a  day 
or  two  before  he  actually  told  me  to  draw  up  the  draft  or  whether  it 
was  that  very,  day,  and  I  took  down  the  notes  what  he  wished  on 
that  day,  before  "he  left  for  Connecticut,  and  when  he  returned  I 
submitted  the  draft  for  reference  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs, 
and  the  draft  was  changed  by  Mr.  Lilley  to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 


Q.  You  changed  it  at  his  direction? — A.  Yes,  sir. 


x.  During  that  time,  before  the  resolution  was  introduced,  you, 
however,  heard  some  talk  about  there  being  an  investigation,  and 
did  you  talk  with  anvbody  about  the  investigation? — A.  Wny,  I 
coula  not  say  whether  1  intimated  to  Mr.  Wallma,  the  American  cor- 
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respondent,  the  nature  of  the  resolution  or  not,  the  evening  that  I 
mentioned  to  him  that  the  resolution  would  be  presented  by  Mr. 
Lilley,  which  I  thought  would  interest  him  from  a  newspaper  stand- 
point. 

Q.  It  was  the  evening  of  the  19th? — A.  As  I  remember  it,  it  was 
Wednesday  evening,  the  19th. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  talking  with  anybody  else  beside  that? — A.  No, 
sir;  I  had  no  conversation. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  at  the  document  room? — A.  When  I  went  there 
for  forms. 

Q.  You  say  you  searched  for  forms  there? — A~  I  got  out  several 
resolutions. 

Q.  What  subjects  did  you  seek  to  find  out  about  in  seeking  the 
resolutions;  any  particular  subject? — A.  I  looked  through  the  general 
index  of  the  Record,  and  any  Hous£  joint  resolutions,  and  happened 
to  find  one  introduced  by  Mr.  Hobson,  I  believe,  and  I  took  that 
general  form. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  consult  in  the  House  document  room? — A.  I 
submitted  the  numbers  of  the  resolutions  that  I  wished. 

Q.  You  consulted  the  index  yourself? — A.  And  submitted  the 
numbers  to  the  clerks  there;  ves,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  which  one  of  the  clerks  it  was? — A.  No, 
sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  them  what  you  wanteditfor? — A.  I  don't  remember 
that  I  did. 

O.  About  that  time,  or  previous  to  that,  who  else  had  you  talked 
witn  concerning  an  investigation? — A.  I  had  never  talked  with 
anyone  concerning  an  investigation  before  that. 

Q.  Had  you  thought  to  give  any  information  concerning  an 
investigation?— A.  The  first  that  I  knew  of  an  investigation  was 
when  Mr.  Lilley  either  suggested  it  or  the  actual  day  he  dictated  the 
resolution  which  he  wished  to  propose  to  the  House. 

Q.  And  that  is  all  that  came  to  you? — A.  That  is  all  that  came 
to  me. 

Q.  Did  he  direct  you  to  get  information  of  anybody  else  during 
that  time  before  he  introduced  his  resolution? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  After  he  introduced  his  resolution,  did  he  direct  you  to  get  any 
information  of  any  particular  persons?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who? — A.  Why,  I  went  to  the  House  document  room  for 
certain  records  or  committee  reports  of  the  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs,  and  reported  to  Mr.  Lilley  that  they  said  they  did  not  have 
any  back  of  the  Fifty-eighth  Congress.  It  seems  since  that  they  can 
get  them  upstairs,  but  they  had  none  of  the  reports,  and  I  went  to  the 
Senate  committee  and  got  two  or  three,  and  1  met  Mr.  Neff 

Q.  When  did  you  meet  Mr.  Neff? — A.  It  was  the  next  day  following 
the  introduction  of  the  resolution,  I  believe,  that  he  came  to  the 
office. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him  ? — A.  He  came  into  our  office. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Lilley  there? — A.  I  don't  remember  about  that  par- 
ticular day.  He  came  in  when  he  was  not  there,  I  believe,  at  one 
time. 

Q.  Was  that  the  first  time  that  you  had  met  Mr.  Neff? — A.  No, 
sir;  I  met  Mr.  Neff  in  Waterbury  last  August,  at  Lilley,  Swift  &  Co. 
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Q.  On  what  occasion  did  you  meet  Mr.  Neff  at  Waterbury? — A. 
Mr.  Neff  came  into  the  office,  or  rather  he  was  in  the  office  when  I 
walked  in,  and  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  me. 

Q.  What  office?— A.  Li  his  business  office  at  Waterbury,  at  Lilley, 
Swift  &  Co. 

Q.  Who  was  there  when  Mr.  Neff  came  in? — A.  Mr.  Lilley,  and 
his  stenographer  there 

Q.  Ana  yourself? — A.  Well,  I  came  in,  as  I  remember  it,  and  Mr. 
Neff  was  in  the  office. 

Q.  You  found  Mr.  Neff  there? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  so. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Neff  say  that  he  called  there  for?— A.  Mr.  Lilley 
simply  introduced  him  as  a  young  man  in  Washington  and  the  con- 
versation was  purely  in  a  social  way.  Mr.  Neff  said  he  was  going  to 
the  Georgetown  Law  School,  in  which  I  intended  to  go,  and  he  said 
he  would  be  glad  to  meet  me  when  I  came  down  here. 

Q.  Then  Mr.  Neff  did  not  state  what  his  business  was? — A.  Mr. 
Neff  never  stated,  except,  of  course,  Mr.  Lilley  gave  me  a  letter — I 
believe  the  committee  nave  a  copy  of  a  letter  which  was  written 
down  there  August  10,  or  somewhere  along  there. 

Q.  Did  you  write  that  letter? — A.  I  believe  I  typewrote  that 
letter. 

Q.  At  Waterbury  at  that  time? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  not  Mr.  "Neff  state  to  you  while  you  were  there  what  his 
business  was  in  Waterbury? — A.  No,  sir.  That  is  the  only  occasion 
on  which  I  saw  Mr.  Neff. 

0.  He  did  not  talk  anything  about  submarine  matters  there  then  ? — 
A  No.  sir.  Mr.  Lilley  gave  me  a  letter  when  \  walked  in  at  that 
time;  ne  had  another  office  upstairs,  where  I  went  and  typewrote  the 
letter. 

Q.  To  what  did  that  letter  have  reference? — A.  That  was  a  letter 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  I  believe,  there  was  a  copy  of  it  sent— -I 
don't  recollect  the  place  where  it  went,  but  the  Secretary  was  on  his 
vacation  in  the  West,  I  believe. 

Q.  Somewhere  in  California? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  this  letter  was  addressed  to  California? — A.  There  was  a 
carbon  copy  made  of  it,  and  two  copies  of  it  were  sent. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Neff  have  a  copy? — A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  did  or 
not. 

Q.  What  was  done  with  the  original  letter? — A.  The  original  letter 
and  one  carbon  copy  were  mailed. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  Mr.  Neff  discussed  with  Mr.  Lilley  the 
subject-matter  ox  the  letter? — A.  No,  sir;  I  was  not.' 

Q.  You  did  not  hear  anything  about  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  While  you  were  present,  did  not  Mr.  Neff  discuss  in  any  way  the 
subject  of  submarine  legislation  or  submarine  contracts  %— A.  As  I 
remember,  I  came  in  and  Air.  Lilley  gave  me  the  letter  and  I  went  back 
again;  and  Mr.  Neff  shook  hands  and  said  he  would  be  very  glad  to  see 
me  when  I  came  down  to  Washington;  we  would  probably  meet  often, 
going  to  the  same  law  school 

Q.  And  that  is  all  there  was  to  it? — A.  That  is  all  there  was  to  it. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  meet  Mr.  Neff  ?— A.  Either  the  2d  or  3d  of 
of  October,  in  the  law  school. 

Q.  You  came  down  here  then? — A.  I  came  down  here  the  1st  of 
October,  or  2d,  as  I  remember. 
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.  Did  you  write  any  other  letters  for  Mr.  Lilley  to  the  Secretary 
le  Navy  or  to  anyone  else  concerning  submarine  matters? — A.  1 
believe  there  was  one  written  in  September  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy. 

Q.  You  wrote  that  letter? — A.  As  I  remember  it,  I  wrote  it. . 

Q.  Where  did  you  write  it? — A.  In  Waterbury. 

Q.  What  other  letter  did  you  write  concerning  submarine  matters 
for  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  don't  remember  any  other  Tetters. 

Q.  After  the  1st  of  October  how  often  did  you  meet  Mr.  Neff? — A. 
Why,  to  converse  with  him,  I  probably  met  him  in  the  hallway  once 
or  twice  a  week,  and  passed  a  few  words,  or  bowed  to  him  when  I 
saw  him. 

Q.  Did  you  know  in  October  that  he  was  connected  with  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Why,  he  was  introduced  to  me  as  the 
representative  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Where  was  that? — A.  In  Waterbury. 

Q.  He  was  introduced  to  you  by  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  understood  he 
was  a  representative  of  Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  Who  told  you  that  he  was? — A.  I  believe  Mr.  Lilley  introduced 
him  as  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  you  to  Mr.  Neff  as  representing  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  I  am  not  sure;  from  the  fact  that  the 
letter  was  written  to  the  Secretary  and  Mr.  Neff,  I  don't  know 
whether  he  was 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  the  letter  was  written  at  the  instance  of 
Mr.  Neff  ?— A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  reason  why  Mr.  Lilley  wrote  that  letter  in 
September? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  it  come  to  your  knowledge? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  After  you  were  here  in  October  and  met  Mr.  Neff,  did  he  talk 
about  the  subject-matter  of  those  letters  with  you? — A.  I  never  dis- 
cussed it. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  anything  about  submarine  matters  with  him 
during  the  fall  months?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  iou  were  here  when  Congress  opened  in  December? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  You  were  here  when  Mr.  Lilley  came  down  to  attend  this 
present  session? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Neff  come  to  your  office  after  the  1st  of  December? — A. 
Why,  he  may  have  been  in,  asking  to  see  Mr.  Lilley.  I  don't  remem- 
ber definitely  whether  he  was  or  not. 

Q.  He  might  have  been  in? — A.  I  remember  that  Mr.  Neff  has 
been  in  the  office  several  times,  but  I  do  not  recollect  the  dates,  or 
what  his  purpose  was  in  coming;  asking  for  the  general  .attitude 
of  the  Naval  Committee  on  this  appropriation,  or  something. 

Q.  But  he  would  come  in  from  time  to  time  and  talk  aoout  nwv 
matters. — A.  I  do  not  know  the  subject  of  the  conversation.  B(e 
said  he  wanted  to  find  out  how  his  company  stood  with  the  Naval 
Committee  this  year.  I  believe  he  made  that  remark  to  me  at  one 
time.     I  don't  remember  any  other  conversation  with  reference  to  it. 

?;.  When  was  that,  do  you  recall? — A.  Perhaps  the  1st  of  February 
anuary. 
Q.  Was  anything  said  before  the  holiday  recess? — A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber that  he  has  been  in  the  office  in  the  ola  building. 
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J\.  You  do  not  remember  that  he  went  into  your  office  in  the  old 
ding? — A.  I  don't  remember  having  seen  him  there. 

Q.  Where  was  your  office  in  the  old  building? — A.  As  I  understand, 
by  courtesy  of  Mr.  Wanger,  Mr.  Lilley  had  a  desk  in  the  turret  of  Mr. 
Manger's  committee  room. 

Q.  In  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Post-Office? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  see  Mr.  Neff  there? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  New  Willard  at  all  to  confer  with  Mr.  Lilley 
about  his  business? — A.  Occasionally. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  Mr.  Neff  there,  conferring  with  Mr.  Lil- 
ley?— A.  I  met  Mr.  Neff,  jres;  once  or  twice.  I  believe  he  has  been 
there  at  the  hotel  since  the  introduction  of  Mr.  Lilley' s  resolution. 

Q.  I  am  speaking  before  that. — A.  Oh,  no;  never  before  that. 

Q.  So  that  he  met  Mr.  Neff  mostly  after  the  1st  of  January  when  he 
walked  into  vour  office  in  this  building? — A.  Probably  two  or  three 
times  he  has  been  in  it. 

Q.  Did  he  talk  with  you  concerning  submarine  matters? — A.  Noth-  . 
ing  except  that,  as  I  remember,  he  asked  for  the  general  attitude  and 
how  the  Naval  Committee  was  going  to  take  action.     I  never  knew 
anything  about  it. 

fy.  Did  he  talk  with  you  concerning  securing  the  Connecticut  dele- 
gation to  talk  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  concerning  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  contract? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  have  any  knowledge  about  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  About  how  often  would  he  come  into  your  room  to  discuss 
submarine  legislation? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  he  ever  came  more 
than  perhaps  once  in  two  or  three  weeks,  perhaps  he  would  drop  in. 

Q.  That  would  be  two  or  three  or  four  times  before  the  naval  com- 
mittee acted  upon  the  matter? — A.  Possibly.  I  have  no  definite 
recollection  of  tne  times  he  came  in. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  iJhe  conversation  at  any  of  these  times  concerning 
submarine  matters  ? — A.  Why,  as  I  remember  it  I  do  not  ever  remem- 
ber any  conversation  that  he  had  with  Mr.  Lilley  while  I  was  in  the 
office  there.  I  remember  two  or  three  times  he  came  in  and  went 
out  again,  and  Mr.  Lilley  was  not  there.  There  was  no  conversation 
that  I  know  of.  I  used,  to  direct  him  to  the  floor  of  the  House,  x 
don't  know  whether  he  found  him  there  or  not. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Neff  complain  to  you  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  were  not  getting  a  fair  show? — A.  No,  sir;  he  never  said 
anything  to  me  upon  those  subjects. 

Q.  He  did  not  complain  at  all?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  complain  to  Mr.  Lilley  about  it  at  that  time? — A.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  such  conversation. 

Q.  If  there  had  been  any  such  conversation A.  If  there  had 

been  any  such  conversation  in  my  presence  I  would  probably  have 
heard  it  and  remembered  it,  but  I  know  of  no  such  conversation. 

Q.  So,  so  far  as  you  heard,  he  had  never  complained  to  him? — A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Did  any  other  person  representing  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany come  into  the  office  and  confer  with  Mr.  Lilley  about  the  sub- 
ject of  submarine  matters? — A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Did  you  see  anybody? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  Mr.  Neff  talk  with  you  anything  about  this  investigation 
after  you  commenced  writing  about  it  and  nearing  about  it?— A.  He 
suggested  that  they  had  some  data  that  might  assist  Mr.  Lilley  in 
bringing  out  the  facts  ? 

Q.  Where  did  he  say  that  was? — A.  As  I  understood  it,  in  his 
office. 

Q.  In  his  office  here? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  brought  this  subject  up  to  him,  did  you? — A.  I  don't 
remember  how  it  was,  whether  Mr.  Lilley  had  asked  me  to  find  out 
from  him — as  I  remember  I  have  asked  him  if  he  had  this — originally 
I  asked  him  if  he  had  those  reports  which  I  had  been  unable  to  get 
at  the  House  document  room,  running  further  back,  as  I  remember 
it.  we  had  one  or  two  of  them,  and  Mr.  lilley  wanted  to  locate  the 
others,  and  one  of  the  clerks  in  the  document  room  told  me  they  did 
not  have  anything  running  back — I  have  forgotten  whether  he  said 
the  Fifty-eignth  or  Fifty-ninth  Congress. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Neff  furnish  you  any  of  those  reports? — A.  I  believe 
Mr.  Neff  had  them. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  his  office  or  did  he  bring  them  to  your  office? — 
A.  I  went  to  his  office,  I  believe,  to  get  the  data  he  had.  I  believe 
he  had  but  one  copy,  and  did  not  want  to  lose  that. 

Q.  And  that  was  during  the  time  you  were  preparing  for  the  reso- 
lution?— A.  That  was  after  the  resolution  was  introduced. 

Q.  What  conversation  did  you  have  with  him  before  the  resolu- 
tion was  introduced? — A.  Why,  just  what  I  have  outlined  in  a  gen- 
eral way.  I  never  mentioned  the  subject  of  the  resolution  or  any- 
thing of  that  kind  to  him. 

Q.  What  conversations  did  you  have  concerning  the  matters  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  Mr.  Neff  has  ever 
mentioned  that  to  me.     I  don't  recall  any  such  thing. 

Q.  Has  he  ever  mentioned  it  to  you  at  any  time?  Haven't  you 
talked  it  over  with  him  at  any  time? — A.  No,  sir;  not  before  the 
resolution  was  introduced.  Of  course,  I  got  general  testimony  and 
data  from  him  in  the  office  since  then. 

Q.  Didn't  you  talk  with  him,  or  he  with  you,  in  any  way  concerning 
the  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  the  necessity  of  investi- 
gating them  while  you  were  preparing  this  resolution  for  introduc- 
tion?—A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  you  talk  with  him  or  anybody  else  to  get  information 
concerning  tnis? — A.  Nothing  but  the  parliamentary  form  for  the 
introduction  of  resolutions  as  I  outlined  Wore. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  try  to  get  information  from  him  then  ? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  go  to  hirii  first  for  information? — A.  It  was 
after  this  committee  was  organized,  as  I  remember  it.  I  don't  recol- 
lect the  dates.     I  went  to  him  for  these  reports  at  this  time. 

Q.  And  what  other  information?— A.  Well,  we  wished  to  collect 
data  in  reference  to  the  excess  profit  of  the  Hollandboat  people  and 
to  get  the  figures  accurate.  Mr.  Lilley,  as  I  remember,  gave  me  to 
understand  1  would  find  it  in  certain  committee  reports,  and  I  went  to 
the  House  document  room  and  was  unable  to  get  them  there,  and  I 
asked  Mr.  Neff  if  he  had  them,  and  he  said  that  he  had  and  would  be 
glad  to  have  me  use  them,  and  I  went  and  used  them  in  his  office. 
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Q.  Did  you  compile  these  tables  that  showed  excess  profits  which 
were  used  in  the  statement  that  Mr.  Lilley  submitted  to  this  com- 
mittee?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  vou  got  them  from  the  reports  contained  in  the  office  of 
Mr.Neff^A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  obtain  from  Mr.  Neff  the  names  of  any  witnesses  to  be 
examined  by  this  committee? — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  has  stated  to  this  committee  that  he  directed  his 
secretary  to  get  information  concerning  some  of  the  witnesses.  You 
were  his  secretary  at  that  time? — A.  I  believe  I  may  have  gotten  the 
addresses  of  the  witnesses,  if  that  is  what  you  mean;  I  have  gotten 
the  addresses  from  Mr.  Neff,  but  I  never  got  the  names  of  any 
witnesses. 

Q.  He  says:  "I  think  I  asked  my  secretary  to  find  out  who  the 
treasurer  and  assistant  treasurer  were."  Do  you  recollect  any  direc- 
tion to  find  that  out? — A.  I  don't  remember.* 

Q.  You  don't  remember  whether  he  asked  you  to  find  out  who 
those  persons  were? — A.  He  may  have  asked  me,  bjut  I  don't  remem- 
ber having  gotten  them  from  $lr.  Neff.  He  tnay  have  given  them 
to  me. 

Q.  If  he  directed  you,  where  did  you  get  the  information  if  you 
did  not  get  it  from  Mr.  Neff? — A.  If  I  got  the  information,  I  got  it 
from  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  Who  else  did  you  go  to  to  get  information  outside  of  the  House 
document  room  and  Senate  document  room  and  Mr.  Neff? — A.  I 
don't  remember  having  gone  to  anyone  connected  with  the  investi- 
gation. 

Q.  Did  he  give  you  general  directions  to  find  the  information 
wherever  you  could? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  know  that  he  gave  me 
any  such  positive  directions. 

Q.  Ana  you  did  get  information  wherever  you  could? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  work  with  Mr.  Neff  in  preparing  the  matter? — A.  I 
have  been  in  his  office  several  times  and  worked  with  him. 

Q.  You  worked  with  him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  directed  you  in  the  preparation  of  that  work? — A.  There 
was  nothing  in  the  preparation  took  place  except  simply  referring  to 
the  figures  and  making  $745.45  per  ton. 

Q.  So  you  directed  yourselves* — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  made  them  up  in  your  own  way? — A.  Yes,  sir.  He  may 
have  checked  the  figures-  I  may  have  read  oack  to  him  the  testimony 
I  copied  out.  In  fact,  I  believe  we  did  do  that  and  checked  it  up 
to  make  sure. 

Q.  Did  you  get  any  information  concerning  the  employment  of 
attorneys  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  kny  of  that  come  from  you? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  go  about  and  try  to  find  out  anything  about  it? — A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  the  newspaper  men  whom  you  knew  anything 
about  the  hiring  of  attorneys  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  try  to  find  out  anything  about  the  expenditures  of 
funds  by  tne  Electric  Boat  Company?  Did  you  find  out  anything 
about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  you  find  out  or  try  to  find  out  the  record  of  Members  of 
Congress  as  to  their  attitude"  toward  the  Electric  Boat  Company! — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  try  to  find  out  from  Neff  concerning  the  entertain- 
ment riven  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  No,  sir. 

You  have  no  direction  to  find  out  anything  of  that  kind! — 
sir. 

By  Mt.JBowabd: 

Q.  You  say  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  Mr.  Neff  to  you  in  his  office  in 
Bridgeport? — A.  In  Waterbury. 

Q.  Just  what  did  he  say? — A.  I  don't  remember.  I  don't  remem- 
ber whether  I  gathered  tne  impression,  as  I  stated,  whether  he  was 
a  representative,  he  was  introduced  as  a  representative  of  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company 

Q.  I  don't  care  anything  about  that.  I  just  want  to  know  what 
name  he  used;  what  did  he  call  him? — A.  As  I  remember  it  he  called 
him  Mr.  Neff,  and  there  was  some  slip  lying  around  'there  from 
which  I  got  his  name,  or  a  piece  of  paper,  Neff — I  think  he  left  his 
card— A.  R.  Neff. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  call  his  name? — A.  I  don't  know  whether  he 
asked  Neff  to  introduce  himself — I  don't  remember  just  what  the 
wording  was. 

Q.  Tnat  is  what  we  want  you  to  remember. — A.  I  can  not  say  that. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  how  he  introduced  him? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  know  whether  he  introduced  him  as  Mr.  Neff,  or 
whether  he  introduced  him  as  Mr.  Neth,  or  whether  he  told  you, 
"Here  is  a  man,  I  don't  know  what  his  name  is." — A.  I  remember 
the  following  day  on  a  piece  of  a  paper — hotel  paper — Mr.- Lilley 
had  lying  on  his  desk,  and  Neff  had  written  his  name 

Q.  I  want  to  know  now  something  about  what  Mr.  Lilley  did. — 
A.  I  could  not  say  whether  he  called  him  Neff  or  Neth,  or  whether 
he  asked  him  what  his  name  was  before  he  introduced  me.  I  remem- 
ber I  understood  what  his  name  was — just  the  sound  is  all  I  got  at 
that  time — but  I  found  later  there  this  paper.  I  took  pains  to  make 
a  note 

Q.  I  fully  understand  you  about  that  paper.  I  want  to  get  at 
whether  or  not  Mr.  Lilley  used  words  or  pronounced  the  name  of  the 
person  that  he  wished  to  introduce  in  such  as  that  you  got  the  person's 
name  from  Mr.  Lilley's  pronunciation  of  it,  or  whether  he  gave  it  in 
such  a  way  as  to  leave  the  impression  on  your  mind  that  he  did  not 
know  it  at  the  time  he  was  introducing  him? — A.  I  can  not  say  Mr 
Lilley  was  introducing  him  but 

Q.  Of  course  I  have  no  question  to  ask,  I  have  heard  here  that  Mr 
Lilley  did  introduce  him. — A.  That  was  my  recollection*  that  Mr. 
Lilley  introduced  him,  but  I  met  him  anyway.  The  fact  I  wish  to 
state  is  the  fact  that  I  met  Mr.  Neff  there  the  first  time  in  Mr.  Lilley's 
office,  and  that  he  was  standing  there  beside  Mr.  Lilley's  desk  when 
I  walked  in,  and  when  I  left  Mr.  Neff  had  very  courteously  offered  to 
assist  me. 

Q.  There  is  no  trouble  about  Neff  and  his  courtesy,  I  can  imagine 
that*  I  want  to  know  what  Mr.  Lilley  knew  about  him?-— A.  I  can 
not  say. 
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Q.  I  mean  from  his  words  or  manner  in  the  mere  act  of  introduc- 
tion.— A.  I  don't  recollect  that  at  all. 

Q.'  Did  you  recollect  now  whether  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  Neff  to  you 
at  all* — A.  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  Do  you  swear  positively  that  he  did  or  did  not  introduce  him  to 
you  I — A.  I  know  that  I  met  Mr.  Neff  there  in  the  office. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  that  Mr.  Lilley  did  or  did  not  introduce  Neff  to 
you  in  Waterbury  i — A.  No,  sir;  I  could  not  do  it.  If  you  mean  by 
introducing,  the  formal  words,  "Mr.  Neff,  I  present  you  to  Mr. 
Webster,"  I  could  not  swear  I  was  presented  to  him. 

Q.  Did  he  use  any  informal  wrprds  ? — A.  When  I  meet  a  man  it  is 
simply  making  a  bow 

Q.  That  is  what  you  did,  I  am  talking  what  Mr.  Lilley  did. — A. 
I  said  when  I  have  been  introduced  to  a  man  it  may  be  sometimes 
by  merely  a  bow,  but  as  I  remember 

Q.  You  do  not  bow  until  somebody  has  been  presented? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  And  in  Connecticut  do  you  present  a  man  by  saying  "Here  is 
a  man,"  or  do  you  call  his  name? — A.  Usually  his  name  is  called. 

0.  Was  this  man's  name  called  when  he  was  presented  to  you? — 
A.  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  or  not. 

Q.  You  say  positively  you  have  no  recollection  whether  his  name 
was  called  or  not? — A.  I  would  swear  that;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  heretofore  sworn  in  this  examination  that  Mr.  Lilley 
did  introduce  him  to  you  as  Mr.  Neff.  Which  is  the  truth  of  it? — 
A.  Well,  I  did  not  intend  to  give  that  impression  at  all. 

Q.  You  didn't?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  wish  then  to  be  understood  that  Mr.  Lilley  presented  a  man 
to  you  and  told  you  here  was  a  man,  and  you  have  no  recollection 
whether  his  name  was  called  or  not? — A.  My  recollection  is  that 
Mr.  Lilley  did  not  know  his  name  until  afterwards.  Because  that 
slip  of  paper  he  had  on  his  desk,  why,  I  kept  it  and  made  a  memo- 
randum of  it,  and  I  believe  Mr.  Lilley  asked  me  what  his  name  was, 
what  the  name  of  that  fellow  was. 

Q.  You  saj  now  Neff  was  in  the  office  when  you  went  in? — A.  As 
I  remember  it  he  was  standing  beside  Mr.  Lillcy's  desk. 

Q.  Had  you  any  information  as  to  how  long  he  had  been  in  the 
office? — A.  Why,  Mr.  Lillev  could  not  have  been  in  there  more  than 
fifteen  or  twenty  minutes,  he  had  just  come  in  in  the  morning. 

Q.  How  long  had  Neff  been  in? — A.  I  didn't  know  anything  about 
it,  except  that  I  found  Neff  in  the  office. 

Q.  What  was  going  on  between  Mr.  Lilley  and  Mr.  Neff? — A.  Mr. 
Lilley  was  preparing  to  dictate  a  letter.  He  asked  me  to  take  down 
a  letter  and  he  gave  me  a  letter  and  I  wrote  this  letter  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy. 

Q.  How  "long  did  you  remain  in  the  room  after  the  letter  was 
dictated  ? — A.  I  went  right  upstairs  again  and  wrote  the  letter. 

Q.  Where  did  you  go  after  you  wrote  the  letter? — A.  I  brought  the 
letter  back  to  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Lilley  when  you  found  him  with  the  letter? — 
A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he  was  outside  of  the  office,  and  I  left 
it  on  his  desk.     I  brought  it  down  to  the  office 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Neff  when  you  came  back  to  the  office? — A.  I 
believe  he  was  there. 

33790— vol  2- 
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Q.  Where? — A.  In  the  office.  . 

Q.  Was  he  with  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  It  is  a  small  place;  he  was  in  the 
same  office. 

Q.  It  was  not  too  small  to  hold  both  of  them,  was  it? — A.  No, sir. 

Q.  Was  not  too  small  for  three  of  you? — A.  For  four  of  us. 

Q.  Now,  was  he  in  the  office  when  you  went  hack  in  the  office?— 
A.  Mr.  Neff  was  in  the  office. 

O.  Were  they  indulging  in  any  conversation  when  you  first  went 
in,  before  the  letter  had  been  dictated ?— A.  It  had  the  appearance 
of  that. 

Q.  Were  they  engaged  in  conversation  when  you  came  back  with 
the  letter? — A.  I  don't  know  whether  Mr.  Neff  was  sitting  there  or 
waiting,  or  whether  he  had  been  talking  with  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  remain  in  the  room  after  delivering  the  let- 
ter'*— A.  I  talked  with  Mr.  Neff  about  the  law  school,  and  one  thing 
and  another  here  in  Washington. 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Lilley  during  that  conversation  between  you 
and  Mr.  Neff? — A.  He  was* there  in  the  office,  as  I  remember. 

Q.  Did  he  engage  in  any  part  of  the  conversation? — A.  Why,  I 
don't  think  he  did.     I  think  Mr.  Neff  said  that  and  left. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Lilley  did  not  call  Mr.  Neff 's  name  ? — A.  I  don't  rec- 
ollect it. 

Q.  Either  in  the  introduction  or  afterward,  in  the  conversation? — 
A.  I  do  not  recall.  If  I  remember  it,  it  was  a  letter  asking  the 
Secretary — or  opposing  the  monopoly  in  submarine  legislation. 

Q.  Addressed  to  whom? — A.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  I  believe 
it  was  sent  to  two  places. 

Q.  It  was  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy — he  was  the 
person  written  to? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  was  opposing  a  monopoly  in  the  submarine  legislation?— 
A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  dictated  to  you  by  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  presence  of  a  man  whose  name  was  not  mentioned  and 
to  whom  Mr.  Lilley  was  a  stranger? — A.  Now  that  you  mention  it,  I 
believe  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  come  to  the  office  before  Neff  came  in,  in 
the  morning,  and  thai  I  had  seen  him,  and  that  he  had  told  me  what 
he  wanted  in  the  line  of  a  letter. 

Q.  Before  he  saw  Neff? — A.  Before  he  saw  Neff,  and  that  I  had 
already  written  a  letter  along  that  line,  and  Mr.  Lilley — I  got  it  down 
and  submitted  that,  and  of  course  I  could  not  abbreviate  in  long- 
hand as  rapidly  as  I  can  now,  and  I  probablv  made  some  mistakes, 
and  he  fixed  it,  and  as  I  remember  it  when  I  came  in  Mr.  Neff  was 
there  and  I  went  back  upstairs  to  make  the  corrections  that  he  sug- 
gested and  came  down,  and  Mr.  Neff  was  there 

Q.  Now,  do  you  know  about  Mr.  Neil's  presence  in  the  office  there 
before  that  letter  was  written? — A.  Nothing  except  inference. 

Q.  From  what  do  you  derive  the  inference? — A.  Just  the  coinci- 
dence of  the  time  and  occurrence. 

Q.  Was  the  letter  shown  to  him? — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Did  he  read  it? — A.  Why,  he  probably  knew  the  contents. 

Q.  How? — A.  I  don't  remember  what  happened  to  the  letter. 

Q.  Who  took  it  away  ? — A.  I  believe  I  mailed  it  with  other  letters. 
I  put  it  in  the  copy  book  and  mailed  it  that  same  evening. 
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Q.  Neff  didn't  take  the  letter  away  and  mail  it? — A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber that  he  did. 

Q.  How  many  copies  did  you  make  of  the  letter?  You  mailed  the 
original  and  mailed  a  carbon  copy.  Did  you  make  any  other  carbon 
copies  of  it? — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Have  you  any  knowledge  or  recollection  as  to  whether  Neff  saw 
the  letter  after  you  prepared  the  letter  in  its  final  form? — A.  I  don't 
recollect  that. 

Q.  You  handed  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  when  you  prepared  it  in  its  final 
form? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  he  do  with  it? — A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he 
signed  it  there  or  when  I  prepared  the  rest  of  the  correspondence  and 
he  signed  it  in  bulk,  but  he  said  it  was  very  satisfactory. 

Q.  When  did  he  say  it  was  satisfactory? — A.  When  I  brought  it  in, 
after  I  had  made  the  corrections.  * 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  take  the  letter  and  read  it  over? — A.  Not  aloud. 

0.  Did  he  take  it  in  his  hand  ? — A.  As  I  remember  I  placed  it  on  his 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  look  at  it? — A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he 
did  of  not. 

Q.  Why  did  he  say  it  was  satisfactory? — A.  I  don't  know  why  he 
did. 

Q.  How  could  he  have  expressed  satisfaction  with  it  when  he  had 
not  seen  it?— A.  My  inference  would  be  that  he  had  read  it  but  I  did 
not  see  him  read  it.     Probably  I  was  talking  with  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  Did  he  express  himself  about  the  letter  in  a  reasonable  time 
after  you  delivered  it  to  him  or  at  a  latpr  period  in  the  day? — A.  I 
don't  recollect.  But  my  impression  is  that  he  said  it  was  saitsfac- 
tory  at  the  time,  or  undoubtedly  he  would  have  had  me  write  another. 

Q.  Let  us  see;  you  were  with  Mr.  Lilley  in  the  morning  of  that 
dav? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  dictated  to  you  the  form  of  a  letter  on  this  subject? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  went  off  to  write  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  write  it  and  carried  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  he  read  it  over, 
and  it  did  not  meet  his  approval? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  suggested  changes  to  be  made  in  it;  you  went  awav  imme- 
diately, redrafted  the  letter  to  comply  with  his  suggestions  of  things? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  came  immediately  back  to  his  office  and  delivered  it  to 
him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  no  recollection  what  he  said  about  it  one  way  or 
the  other? — A.  Except  that  it  was  satisfactory. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  see  him  read  it  to  ascertain? — A.  I  was  con- 
versing with  Mr.  Neff  in  regard  to  the  law  school,  etc.,  as  I  remember. 

Q.  At  precisely  what  part  of  the  time  I  have  gone  over  did  Mr.  Lil- 
ley present  Neff  to  vou? — A.  Why,  I  could  not  tell  whether  it  was 
the  first  time  that  1  came  in  with  the  original  draft  or  the  second 
time.    I  imagine  it  was  the  first  time. 

0.  Now,  then,  you  said  that  you  inferred  that  Mr.  Neff's  business 
with  Mr.  Lilley  was  the  subject  of  this  letter? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  state  that.  Now,  if  Mr.  Lilley  dictated  a  letter  to  you 
in  the  morning  prior  to  your  meeting  Neft  in  his  office,  do  you  infer 
that  Mr.  Lilley  had  previously  seen  Neff  and  had  discussed    with 
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Neff  the  question  of  the  letter? — A.  As  I  understood  it,  Mr.  Neff  had 
been  there  the  night  before  at  the  hotel,  and  he  had  sent  a  telegram 
for  Mr.  Lilley — — 

O.  And  Mr.  lilley  received  a  telegram ?  Who  sent  the  telegram? — 
A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Who  received  it  ? — A.  I  understood  the  telegram  had  been  sent 
to  the  Secretarv  of  the  Navv. 

Q.  By  whom?— A.  By  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  When? — A.  The  night  before  this  letter  was  dictated. 

Q.  Was  Neff  there  then? — A.  I  don't  know.  I  understood  he  had 
been  that  evening  before,  because  this  slip  of  paper  with  his  name 
was  something  Mr.  Lilley  had  brought  down  from  the  hotel — his 
name  and  address  in  Washington.  Neff  had  left  it  there  that  evening 
with  his  name  and  address 

Q.  Now,  let  us  see  if  I  get  it.     On  a  given  afternoon  Neff  appeared 

at  Water  bury  and  stopped A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  the 

evening  before,  except  the  fact  that  this  letter  is  an  indorsement  of 
the  telegram — I  didn't  see  Neff  or  know  anything  about  him. 

Q.  What  do  you  know  of  your  own  knowledge  about  Neff's  appear- 
ance in  Waterbury  before  this  letter  was  written?  What  do  you 
know  of  your  own  knowledge? — A.  That  I  saw  him  in  the  office  when 
I  submitted  the  rough  draft,  and  that  he  was  still  there  when  I  came 
down  with  the  copy. 

Q.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge  about  his  having 
gotten  there  before? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge  about  his  having 
stopped  at  the  hotel? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge  of  his  having  seen 
or  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge  about  a  telegram 
being  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  by  either? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  all  you  know  was  the  next  morning  when  you  went  into 
the  office  and  there  Mr.  Lilley  dictated  a  letter A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  covers  your  knowledge? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  All  else  that  you  have  undertaken  to  speak  about,  how  did  you 
devise  knowledge  of  that? — A.  To  what  point  do  you  refer? 

Q.  How  did  vou  get  any  information  that  Neff  was  there  the  day 
before;  how  did  you  get  the  information  that  a  telegram  was  sent  the 
evening  before? — A.  It  has  come  up  within  the  last  month  or  so  and 
was  told  to  me.  I  found  out  from  Mr.  Moses  that  a  telegram  had 
been  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  from  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  When  you  were  introduced,  if  you  were  introduced  by  Mr. 
Lilley  to  Mr.  Neff,  there  was  a  scrap  of  paper — I  believe  you  describe 
it  asjyellow  paper— a  scrap  of  paper  that  had  on  it  Neff's  name?— 
A.  Well,  it  was  a  piece  of  hotel  paper,  lying  on  the  desk. 

Q.  On  Mr.  Lilley' s  desk?— A.  That  I  found  after  Mr.  Neff  had  gone 
out,  that  gave  his  name  and  address. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  when  that  piece  of  paper  was  put  there?— 
A.  I  think  Mr.  Lilley  had  taken  it  out  of  his  pocket  when  he  brought 
in  other  letters  he  had  received  at  the  hotel  to  answer. 

Q.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  address  was  in  Mr. 
Lilley's  possession  before  you  wrere  presented  to  Mr.  Neff  in  Mr.  Lil- 
ley's  office? — A.  Simply  the  fact  that  it  was  there  at  the  office,  and 
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the  hotel  is  half  a  mile  away,  and  I  found  it  in  Mr.  Lilley' s  papers 
which  he  had  put  down  on  the  desk,  and  I  inferred  it  had  been  brought 
there  from  the  hotel  by  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Precisely  what  was  on  that  piece  of  paper? — A.  A.  R.  Neff. 

Q.  Spell  it.— A.  N-e-f-f . 

Q.  Aiiy  other  address? — A.  I  think  it  was  606  Colorado  Building. 

Q.  Any  city? — A.  I  don't  remember  whether  Washington  was  on  it 
or  not. 

Q.  But  you  do  remember  that  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  plain  and  legible  ?  If  Air.  Lilley  could  read  could  he 
have  known  Neffs  name  from  that  memorandum  of  it? — A.  Had  he 
seen  that  paper  and  taken  pains  to  remember  it  he  could  have. 

Q,  Now,  the  question  is  if  he  could  read  and  saw  the  paper  could  he 
have  known  NefFs  name? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  came  into  the  office  Neff  was  there? — A.  If  that 
paper  had  been  in  Mr.  NefFs  hands 

Q.  If  he  had  ever  seen  it? — A.  If  he  had  ever  seen  it. 

Q.  That  gave  him  an  opportunity  to  know  NefTs  name? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Then,  if  he  could  have  known  NefFs  name  at  that  time  from 
that  paper,  could  Mr.  Lilley  have  known  NefFs  name  from  then  until 
now? — A.  It  is  a  perfect  possibility,  I  should  say. 

Q.  Is  it  a  perfect  possibility  with  ordinary  mental  capacity  to  have 
accomplished  that  feat.     That  is  all. 

(The  witness  was  here  withdrawn  from  the  stand  for  the  present.) 

TESTIMONY  OF  ME.  M.  E.  MATLACK— Recalled. 

M.  E.  Matlack,  being  recalled  and  examined,  testified  as  follows: 
By  the  Chairman  : 

Q.  What  document  is  this? — A.  This  is  the  original  copy  of  the 
resolution  that  was  introduced  in  the  House  on  the  14th  instant. 

Q.  Will  you  explain  the  date  appearing  on  it,  of  April  6? — A.  The 
House  is  now  in  recess  from  day  to  day,  and  working  under  the  date 
of  April  6.  It  is  the  legislative  day  of  April  6  but  the  calendar  day 
of  April  14.     This  is  the  original  copy. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Do  vou  mean  this  is  the  original? — A.  This  is  the  original,  that 
went  in  the  basket  and  came  to  me  and  went  from  me,  after  being 
numbered  and  entered  in  the  books  to  the  Government  Printing 
Office,  from  which  the  copies  are  printed. 

Q.  Then  it  came  back  to  you? — A.  No;  it  remained  on  the/file  at 
the  Government  Printing  Office,  and  I  sent  for  that  this  morning, 
and  I  identify  it  as  the  one  that  went  through  my  hands. 

Q.  It  did  not  come  back  from  the  Government  Printing  Office  to 
you? — A.  It  came  back  to  me  this  morning. 

Q.  And  it  is  now  presented  to  the  committee  as  the  original  reso- 
lution offered  in  the  Bouse? — A.  Yes,  sir.  It  bears  a  pencil  mark  of 
my  writing. 

Q.  "H.  J.  Res.  169."— A.  That  is  my  figures. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  BENJAMIN  WEBSTEB— Recalled. 

Benjamin  Webster,  being  recalled  and  examined,  testified  as 
follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  After  first  telling  us  that  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  Mr.  Neff  to  you 
as  Mr.  Neff,  a  representative  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company,  you  finally 
veered  about  and  said  something  about  bowing. — A.  No,  sir.  I 
merely  suggested  that  I  did  not  have  a  definite  recollection  so  far 
back  as  to  the  manner  of  the  introduction,  but  my  impression  was 
when  I  said  I  met  Mr.  Neff,  that  was  the  first  time  I  had  ever  seen 
Mr.  Neff,  and  after  the  following  day  I  could  carry  away  the  im- 
pression that  I  had  been  introduced  in  the  office. 

Q.  And  you  so  testified  at  the  beginning  of  your  testimony,  and  in 
your  later  testimony  you  seemed  to  be  of  the  impression  "that  Mr. 
Lilley  did  not  know  "Mr.  NefFs  name.  Which  is  correct? — A.  I 
couldn't  state  whether  Mr.  Neff  volunteered  his  own  name. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that.  When  you  met  him  in  there,  did  you  gain 
the  impression  that  Mr.  Lillej^  knew  Mr.  Neff's  name  or  not? — A.  I 
couldn't  say. 

Q.  ThenVou  would  have  us  to  understand  that  Mr.  Lilley,  acting 
partly  through  you,  prepared  and  sent  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  upon  an  important  subject  at  the  request  of  a  man  whose  name 
he  did  not  even  know? — A.  He  knew  that  he  was  a  representative  of 
the  Lake  Boat  Company,  undoubtedly. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  that? — A.  As" I  remember  it,  he  said  he  was  a 
representative  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company;  that  as  to  whether  he 
actually  knew  Mr.  Neff 's  name  that  morning  and  had  to  ask  him  before 
introducing  me,  I  don't  know,  or  whether  tie  did  ask  him  or  whether 
Mr.  Neff  mentioned  his  name.  But  I  remember  that  I  knew  Mr. 
NefFs  name  from  that  slip  of  paper  which  had  been  brought  down 
from  the  hotel. 

O.  Who  brought  it  down? — A.  I  don't  know.  It  was  lying  on  the 
desk  and  was  with  Mr.  Lilley's  other  letters,  and  I  imagine  he  must 
have  brought  it  in. 

Q.  Now  you  think  Mr.  Lilley  didn't  know  that  he  represented  the 
Lake  Company  except  as  Mr.  >Jeff  stated  so  there  in  your  presence t— 
A.  I  don't  knowwhetherhehadaletterof  introductionornot.  Inever 
saw  it  if  there  was. 

Q.  Then  the  general  tenor  of  your  version  is  and  what  you  wish  us 
to  understand  is  that  Mr.  Lilley,  at  the  request  of  a  man  he  had  never 
seen  before,  and  did  not  know  his  name  even,  or  where  he  lived,  wrote 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  upon  an  important  matter? — A.  Bridgeport 
is  within  telephoning  distance  of  Waterbury  and  perhaps  Mr.  Lake  or 
some  representative  of  the  company  may  have  telephoned.  I  didn't 
know  anything  about  this,  whether  Mr.  Lake  had  telephoned  that 
Mr.  Neff  was  coming  on  or  how  Mr.  Lilley  understood  Mr.  Neff  was 
there. 

Q.  You  gave  us  a  little  while  ago  to  understand  that  Mr.  Lilley  did 
not  even  know  his  name. — A.  That  is,  Mr.  Howard,  as  I  understood, 
asked  whether  he  knew  Neff  or  Neth. 

Q.  You  think  now  that  he  did  not  know  ? — A.  He  apparently  did 
not  know  the  spelling  of  the  last  two  letters. 
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Q.  How  often  had  you  met  Mr.  Neff  previously  to  that  time? — 
A.  That  was  the  first  time  I  had  ever  met  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  You  had  heard  of  him  before? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  know  that  he  went  to  the  same  law 
school  as  yourself? — A.  We  both  started  this  session  in  the  freshman 
class,  the  1st  of  October.    That  was  the  9th  or  10th  or  8th  of  August. 

Q.  You  said  you  talked  at  Waterbury  about  being  in  the  same  law 
school. — A.  About  going  to  the  same  law  school.  We  were  both 
planning  to  enter  the  same  law  school. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  know  that,  if  you  had  never  met  •be- 
fore?— A.  Mr.  Neff  may  have  asked  Mr.  Lilley  if  I  was  going  to 
Washington  with  him,  or  he  may  have  understood  that. 

Q.  Many  things  might  have  happened;  what  did  happen? — A.  I 
don't  know;  but  I  remember  of  that  conversation  about  the  law 
school. 

Q.  You  do  remember  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  said  that  you  went  to  the  House  document  room  to  obtain 
forms  of  resolutions  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  see  there?— A.  One  of  the  clerks;  I  don't  recol- 
lect which  one. 

Q.  What  did  he  look  like? — A.  I  didn't  pay  any  attention  to  the 
gentleman. 

Q.  Was  he  white  or  colored? — A.  I  think  he  was  a  white  man. 

Q.  You  won't  swear  to  that? — A.  It  was  a  white  man,  as  I  recol- 
lect, that  got  it.  It  may  have  been  a  colored  man  that  I  asked 
originally. 

Q.  You  mentioned  also  at  that  time  that  you  met  Mr.  Neff  while 
you  were  on  the  searches  for  forms? — A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  did, 

Q.  You  certainly  did.  You  said  that  you  went  to  the  House 
document  room  to  obtain  forms  of  resolutions.  You  said  you  went 
to  the  Senate  then  to  get  some  forms  and  then  you  said,  "1  met  Mr. 
Neff."  Where  was  it  you  met  him? — A.  Mr.  Neff  had  been  into  our 
office,  but  I  never  met  Mr.  Neff  before  the  introduction  of  the  resolu- 
tion, after  Mr.  Lilley  went  away.  I  imperfectly  understood  the 
Suestion  if  I  gave  that  impression,  that  I  met  him  at  the  same  time 
hat  I  went  to  the  House  document  room;  but  I  met  him  after  that, 
after  the  organization  of  this  committee. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Lillev  present  at  any  of  those  meetings? — A.  As  I 
said,  I  believe  that  1  met  Mr.  Neff  at  the  hotel  once  or  twice  after 
this  committee  was  organized. 

Q.  Please  answer  the  question.  You  have  met  him  personally  every 
day  since  then,  have  you  not? — A.  Why,  probably  two  or  three  times 
a  week. 

Q.  You  worked  some  in  his  office  didn't  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

0.  Helping  him  get  out  these  questions  that  were  presented  to  us  ? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  you  mention  meeting  him  in  the  office  of  Lilley,  Swift  & 
Co.  What  is  Lilley,  Swift  &  Co?— A.  That  is  the  business  office  of 
Mr.  Lilley  in  Waterbury. 

Q.  What  is  the  business  conducted  by  that  firm? — A.  The  whole- 
sale meat  and  provision  business. 

Q.  Who  is  the  Swift? — A.  I  don't  know.     It  is  the  firm  name, 

Q.  Don't  you  know  Mr.  Swift? — A.  No,  sir. 
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S.  Where  does  he  live? — A.  I  don't  know  Mr.  Swift.     I  do  not 
erstand  the  organization  of  the  company  at  all.     Simply  that 
Mr.  Lilley  manages  the  business  there  in  AYaterbury. 
•  Q.  Swift  &  Co.  are  not  in  Waterbury  i — A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  With  whom  have  you  talked  about  the  testimony  you  would 
give  before  us  to-day? — A.  Why,  I  do  not  know  that  I  ever  mentioned 
any  testimony  that  I  would  give  before  this  committee. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  whether  you  had  mentioned  any  of  the  testi- 
mony that  you  would  give.  I  asked  you  with  whom  you  had  talked 
about  your  testimony,  about  your  being  examined*  be  fore  this  com- 
mittee.— A.  Why,  I  believe  with  Mr.  Xeff — remarked  it  would  be  a 
breach  of  propriety  if  the  committee  subpoenaed  me,  being  Mr. 
Lilley's  secretary. 

Q.  How  did  he  come  to  mention  that? — A.  I  was  just  discussing 
whether  thev  would  be  likely  to  subpoena  me. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  be  discussing  that? — A.  Why,  simply  it 
occurred  to  me,  the  possibility,  and  1  wanted  to  ask  his  opinion. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  Mr.  Xeff  about  your  having  drawn  this  origi- 
nal resolution? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  say  anything  about  the  original  resolution? — 
A.  I  Relieve  Mr.  Xeff  expressed  regret,  the  first  time  I  saw  him,  that 
the  resolution  had  been  presented. 

Q.  Kindly  avoid  any  unnecessary  discussion,  and  answer  the  pre- 
cise (juestions  I  ask  you.  Did  he  say  anything  to  you  about  vour 
having  drawn  the  resolution  or  typewritten  it? — A.  Xo,  sir;  I  dont 
recollect  any  such  conversation  at  all. 

Q.  Was  any  conversation  had  about  who  did  prepare  the  resolu- 
tion?— A.  Xo,  sir. 

Q.  Or  who  had  typewritten  it? — A.  Xo,  sir. 

Q.  Was  anything  about  who  you  would  say  did  it  if  you  were  called 
to  the  stand  ?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  But  Mr.  Xeff  thought  it  would  be  very  improper  on  the  part 
of  trie  committee  to  call  you,  you  being  a  Congressman's  secretary? — 
A.  As  being  Mr.  Lilley's  secretary. 

Q.  He  is  a  Congressman,  isn't  lie? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  help  prepare  the  statement  which  was  sent  in  to  us, 
requiring  us  or  asking  us  to  subpoena  Mr.  Edinborough,  of  Bay  City, 
Mich.? — A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  so. 

Q.  Did  you  help  prepare  the  questions  that  were  to  be  submitted 
to  Mr.  Edinborough? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  didn't?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  did? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  With  whom  else  have  you  talked  about  the  probability  of  your 
being  subpoenaed  here?  \Vhen  was  this  conversation  with  Mr. 
Neff? — A.  At  one  time  when  I  was  in  his  office  several  days  ago, 
perhaps  a  week  or  more. 

Q.  What  made  you  think  you  might  be  subpoenaed? — A.  Why, 
the  general  impression  I  gathered  was  that  it  had  become  an  inves- 
tigation of  Mr.  Lilley,  anu  they  would  undoubtedly  subpoena  me  and 
try  to  get  something. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  gather  that  impression? — A.  From  the 
newspapers. 

Q.  What  newspapers? — A.  Why,  I  had  conversed  with  them 
often,  and  I  conversed  with  a  newspaper  man  in  the  Wyatt  Building, 
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and  he  said  the  committee  had  become  a  joke  and  an  investigation 
of  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Who  was  that  newspaper  man? — A.  I  think  a  representative 
of  the  Cleveland  Plain  Dealer.  I  had  gone  to  him  with  an  interview 
after  Mr.  Lord  had  filed  his  libel  suit,  and  a  copy  was  sent  us  by  some 
anonvmous  friends  in  Cleveland,  stating  thaf  Mr.  Lord  was — that 
he  believed  Mr.  Lord  was  a  liar,  and  if  he  was  the  same  Lord  that  had 
had  dealings  with  him  a  year  ago  he  was  positive  that  he  was,  and 
he  sent  us  a  copy,  stating  that  Mr.  Lord  had  been  in  Mr.  Lilley's 
apartment  at  the  hotel,  and  as  Mr.  Lord  had  never  been  in  Sir. 
Lilley's  apartment,  Mr.  Lilley  asked  me,  after  Mr.  Darlington  had 
taken  up  his  case,  and  requested  that  the  papers  bearing  on  the  case — 
Mr.  Lilley's  case — he  gave  me  a  general  direction  to  collect  detail, 
and  I  thought  this  might  be  interesting  to  look  up  if  Mr.  Lord  had 
stated  that  he  had  been  in  Mr.  Lilley's  apartments,  and  Mr.  Lilley 
said  he  had  never  been  in  his  apartment,  and  it  simply  would  go  to 
establish  the  lack  of  veracity  in  Mr.  Lord.  So  I  took  this  to  the 
Cleveland  Dealer  correspondent  and  he  said  this  was  just  a  mistake; 
it  hadn't  been  intended  to  use  the  word  "apartment." 

Q.  What  did  they  mean? — A.  Simply  the  hotel;  that  he  had  met 
him  at  the  hotel  ancl  had  gone  in  the  copyist's  apartment. 

Q.  What  other  papers  did  you  take  to  the  newspaper  people,  or 
interviews?  That  was  an  interview  you  sav? — A.  That  was  a  copy 
that  had  been  sent  us  from  the  Cleveland  Leader — sent  from  the 
Washington  bureau,  as  it  appeared,  of  the  paper,  and  that  was  sub- 
mitted by  Mr.  Lilley  to  the  press  committee. 

Q.  Then  you  thought  the  proper  wav  to  impugn  Mr.  Lord's  veracity 
and  show  that  he  had  testified  falsely  before  this  committee — you 
thought  the  proper  way  was  to  impugn  his  veracity,  not  before  the 
committee,  but  through  the  newspapers? — A.  This* is  in  the  matter 
of  a  libel  suit.  Mr.  Lord  has  sued  Mr.  Lilley  for  libel,  and  Mr.  Dar- 
lington is  the  attorney,  and  Mr  Darlington  requested  the  papers  in 
the  suit. 

0.  Then  the  papers  to  whom  you  have  given  information  labor 
under  the  impression  that  this  investigation  is  a  joke? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  rather  circulated  that  impression,  haven't  you? — A. 
I  don't  know  as  I  have  mentioned  it  to  anyone  unless  I  reported  it  to 
Mr.  Lilley.  Perhaps  I  did  report  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  in  connection  with 
the  statement  that  that  was  a  mistake — that  interview. 

Q.  We  are  not  talking  about  that  interview.  You  answer  quite 
fluently  on  matters  on  which  you  are  not  asked,  but  not  quite  so 
fluently  upon  questions  which  are  put  to  you.  When  you  and  Mr. 
Lilley  came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  a,  joke — is  that  what  you 
mean  us  to  understand? — A.  Xo,  sir;  the  newspaper  men  said  the 

general  impression  among  newspaper  men  was  that  the  investigation 
ad  become  a  joke. 

Q.  You  haa  been  giving  out  a  good  deal  of  information  to  news- 
paper men,  hadn't  you  ? — A.  Perhaps  I  have  given  copies  of  affidavits 
and  copies — or  prepared  copies  of  statements  submitted  to  the  com- 
mittee to  let  the  newspaper  men  have. 

Q.  How  many  copies  of  the  letter  that  was  written  when  Mr.  Neff 
was  in  Waterbury  did  you  make? — A.  I  don't  remember  whether 
there  was  an  extra  one,  beside  the  one  that  went  to  the  Secretary. 
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Q.  How  many  went  to  the  Secretary? — A.  Two,  one  mailed  to  one; 
place  and  one  mailed  to  his  business  office. 

Q.  What  was  the  object  of  that? — A.  Why,  as  I  understood  it,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  nad  gone  out  on  his  vacation,  and  they  did  not 
know  which  place  he  was  in,  whether  he  was  at  his  summer  home  or  at' 
his  business  office,  and  so  we  sent  it  to  both. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  there  were  three  sent? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
don't  recall  three. 

G.  Now,  Mr.  Webster,  you  said  that  you  wrote  and  had  put  in  the 
basket,  I  think  you  saia  Mr.  Lilley's  resolution  with  reference  to 
extravagance  in  the  navy-yard.     Did  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  said  that  you  prepared  it  at  the  same  time  that  you  pre- 
pared the  resolution  with  reference  to  this  investigation? — A.  It  is  not 
the  same  resolution  that  went  into  the  basket  that  I  prepared  at  that 
time.  That  was  a  copy  that  I  prepared,  a  copy  for  the  basket  with 
other  data  I  had,  relating  to  extravagance  in  these  yards!  I  simply 
kept  it  on  file  and,  as  I  remember,  Mr.  Lilley,  when  he  prepared  nis 
speech  for  the  House,  that  was  typewritten  right  in  as  the  first  two 
pages  when  the  final  copy  was  made.  I  understood  Mr.  Lilley  that 
the  copy  had  not  gone,  and  he  asked  me  last  Monday  or  Tuesday  to 
make  another  copy,  which  I  made,  and  one  of  the  pages — Mr.  Lilley 
had  one  of  the  pages  present  it. 

Q.  What  did  you  make  the  copy  from  ? — A.  From  the  Congressional 
Record. 

Q.  When  you  originally  prepared  it  ? — A.  I  think  I  based  the  parlia- 
mentary form  on  Mr.  Hobson  s  resolution. 

Q.  When  you  originally  prepared  that  it  was  a  separate  paper  or 
resolution? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  not  part  of  a  speech? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  it  become  the  first  two  pages  of  a  speech? — A.  The 
whole  thing  was  assembled;  there  was  another  typewritten  copy  of 
the  speech,  and  several  clippings  pasted  on,  and  the  whole  matter  was 
typewritten  and  the  references  placed  in  parentheses. 

Q.  What  I  am  trying  to  get  at  is  what  became  of  the  original  paper 
that  you  prepared  ? — A.  I  do  not  know.  It  lay  around  the  table.  It 
may  have  been  destroyed  at  the  time  it  was  copied. 

Q.  What  was  the  necessity  of  destroying  it? — A.  Simply  because 
it  was  further  useless. 

Q.  It  was  put  in  the  basket,  wasn't  it? — A.  I  did  not  understand 
about  that,  and  Mr.  Lilley  did  not  understand  it  was  necessary  to 

Sut  another  resolution  in  the  basket  in  addition  to  reading  it  on  the 
oor,  so  I  prepared  another  resolution,  and  after  the  speech  had  been 
put  in  the  Record  I  did  not  see  any  further  use  of  preserving  any- 
thing, and  they  were  probably  thrown  away.  And  still  it  may  be 
with  the  different  letters  from  Departments  and  Bureaus  relating  to 
extravagance  in  these  different  yards. 

Q.  Will  you  ascertain  for  us? — A.  I  can,  if  you  wish. 
Q.  We  would  like  to  have  you.  Then  you  made  from  the  Con- 
gressional Record  the  copy  that  became  the  original  resolution,  that 
you  had  put  in  the  basket? — A.  That  is  as  I  understand  it  now.  *  If 
the  original  resolution  that  was  presented  on  the  floor  by  Mr.  Lilley 
did  not  become  the  resolution,  then  I  made  the  other.  Our  stenog- 
rapher prepared  the  whole  speech,  as  I  remember  it.  from  copies. 
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Q.  Who  is  the  stenographer? — A.  A  young  lady.  She  copied  all 
three 

Q.  Now,  then,  you  said  you  had  the  resolution  put  in  the  basket  ? — 
A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  Tne  paper  jou  had  put  in  the  basket,  was  that  typewritten  by 
you  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  copied  it  from  the  Congressional  Record? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  And  not  the  original  paper? — A.  It  was  not  the  original  paper. 

Q.  Was  it  written  on  the  same  machine? — A.  It  was  not  written 
on  the  same  machine. 

Q.  What  machine  was  it  written  on? — A.  Why,  about  four  weeks 
ago  we  sent  to  Waterbury  for  another  machine,  one  of  our  extra 
machines,  that  we  have  in  the  business  office.  We  have  two  machines 
here  in  the  office  now. 

Q.  And  this  is  written  on  the  new  one  you  got  from  Waterbury? — 
A  As  I  remember  it,  that  resolution  was  written  on  the  other  ma- 
chine that  came  from  Waterbury. 

Q.  If  you  had  two  machines  before,  how  did  you  remember  that? — 
A.  From  the  fact  that  I  use  that  machine  now. 

Q.  I  thought  you  just  sent  a  machine  to  Waterbury  a  short  time 
ago? — A.  Yes;  and  later  we  wrote  and  got  another  one,  after  that 
one  had  gone  to  Waterbury. 

Q.  How  many  machines  are  there  in  the  office  now? — A.  Two. 

Q.  What  make  are  they? — A.  Underwood  machines. 

Q.  Both  of  them?— A.  Both  of  them. 

Q.  The  overwriters  or  underwriters? — A.  They  are  visible  type- 
writers. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  any  member  of  the  committee  who  desires 
to  ask  any  other  questions?  Is  there  any  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  present  who  wishes  to  ask  this  witness  any  questions  ? 
Is  there  anyone  else  present,  in  person  or  bjr  counsel,  who  desires  to 
ask  this  witness  any  questions?  [Mr.  Littleton  here  presented 
questions.] 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Stevens,  will  you  ask  these  questions  of  Mr. 
Littleton's? 

Q.  1.  "When  were  you  last  in  Connecticut V — A.  Either  the  1st  of 
October  or  the  last  day  of  September. 

Q.  Was  that  before  you  went  to  the  law  school  ? — A.  Yes,  sir.  The 
law  school  opened  October  1,  and  I  was  here  in  Washington  that  even- 
ing. 

Q.  You  did  not  go  home  for  the  Christmas  vacation? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  2.  "  You  said  you  had  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Lilley  in  Water- 
bury about  the  proposed  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 
When  did  that.conversation  take  place  ¥' — A.  I  do  not  recollect  hav- 
ing made  such  a  statement. 

Q.  If  you  did  have  any  conversation,  then,  it  was  prior  to  October 
1  ? — A.  ft  was  during  the  summer,  perhaps  in  the  evening,  when  I  had 
some  business  with  Mr.  Lilley  at  the  hotel — he  might  have  conversed 
at  that  time. 

Q.  And  talked  over  concerning  the  investigation  of  the  Electric 


Boat  Company's  methods? — A.  Mr.  Taylor  may  have  come  up  in  that 
conversation;  I  don't  remember  the 


occasion,  but  I  remember  that 
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he  told  me  that  one  of  the  Waterbury  manufacturers  at  that  time — I 
did  not  know  his  name — had  shook  his  fist  at  him  because  he  had  not 
voted  for  submarine  appropriations. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  at  that  time  tell  you  he  thought  that  kind  of  con- 
duct ought  to  be  investigated? — A.  I  don't  remember  ever  hearing 
him  use  the  word  investigate. 

Q.  But  he  thought  that  kind  of  conduct  was  reprehensible,  did 
he? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  some  kind  of  method  ought  to  be  adopted  to  stop  that 
kind  of  proceeding? — A.  Why,  yes;  I  don't  know  that  he  ever  made 
the  statement  except  it  was  where — he  made  a  mere  statement  of  the 
fact;  I  do  not  know  that  he  expressed  any  opinion  at  the  time. 

Q.  But  in  his  conversation  with  vou  at  that  time  he  condemned 
any  of  that  sort  of  conduct  and  methods? — A.  Yes;  I  believe  in  one 
of  his  letters  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  he  also  did.  Perhaps  I  got 
the  impression  from  that  letter.     I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  But  you  do  remember  that  there  was  some  sort  of  conversation 
or  statement  from  him  condemning  the  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company? — A.  At  some  time,  I  understand,  he  has  given  me  that 
impression. 

Q.  And  that  occurred  before  you  came  down  here  in  October? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  that  conversation  take  place? — A.  Either  at  the 
hotel  or  in  the  office,  or  perhaps  on  the  street. 

Q.  At  Waterbury?— A.  At  Waterbury. 

Q.  4.  "What  brought  up  the  conversation V — A.  As  I  remember 
it  in  regard  to  the  manufacturer,  some  letters  may  have  come  in 
from  one  of  the  manufacturers  which  introduced  the  subject,  and  he 
remarked  that  perhaps  he  may  have  seen  Mr.  Taylor — he  may  have 
mentioned  Mr.  Taylor  after  the  meeting  with  him.  I  do  not  recol- 
lect the  circumstances  concerning  that. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  appear  to  be  on  bad  terms  with  Mr.  Taylor? — 
A.  I  never  saw  them  together. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  condemn  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Taylor  at  that 
time? — A.  I  am  sure  I  gathered  the  impression  that  he  placed  the 
blame  on  the  Electric  Boat  Company  for  using  those  methods.  I  do 
not  know  that  he  ever  said  anything 

Q.  Can  you  recall  his  language  in  which  he  placed  the  blame  on 
the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  can  not  recall  that  language. 
Just  the  impression  I  have  of  the  source  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  What  was  the  occasion  of  vour  conversation;  how  did  it  arise 
at  that  time? — A.  Why,  I  simply  suggest  the  possibility;  I  do  not 
recollect  definitely  the  occasion  on  which  it  came  up. 

Q.  You  were  discussing  the  subject  with  him,  were  you? — 
A.  No,  sir;  he  just  mentioned  the  fact  that  Taylor  had  shook  his 
fist  at  him.  I  do  not  think  he  mentioned  the  man's  name  at  that 
time,  but  that  a  manufacturer  had  shook  his  fist  at  him  because  he 
had  not  voted  for  submarines.  Perhaps  it  was  after  these  other 
letters  to  the  Secretary.  I  may  have  asked  him  about  it.  I  do  not 
recollect  anything  about  it. 

Q.  But  you  recollect  that  was  the  impression  upoji  your  mind 
caused  by  that  conversation  with  Mr.  Lilley  at  that  time? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 
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Q.  5.  "Was  the  reprehensible  conduct  of  the  Electric  or  Holland 
Boat  Company  the  subject  of  conversation  between  Mr.  Lilley  and 
yourself  as  early  as  October  1,  1907 ?" — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  answered  that  it  was? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  simply  made 
this  statement  about  the  reprehensible  conduct  of  the  Electric  Boat 
people,  and  the  fact  that  Mr.  Taylor  shook  his  fist  at  him.  I  do  not 
recollect  what  my  statements  were,  or  what  led  up  to  it. 

Q.  And  that  was  before  you  came  down  here  in  August? — A.  That 
was  before  I  came  down  here  in  August. 

Q.  About  how  long  before  that,  do  you  remember? — A.  Why,  as 
I  remember  it,  Mr.  Neff  was  there  in  August  and  I  don't  know  whether 
it  was  preceding  or  following  his  visit  that  the  matter  came  up. 

Q.  Was  it  before  or  after  your  letter  of  September? — A.  1  should 
imagine  it  was  before  the  letter  of  September. 

Q.  It  wjas  between  the  time  you  became  employed  by  Mr.  lilley 
and  the  time  the  September  letter  was  written? — A.  My  statement 
in  regard  to  the  reprehensible  practices  of  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
panv,  my  information  may  have  come  from  the  last  paragraph  in 
the  letter  which  condemned  the  practices  of  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany, but  I  can  not  state  whether  it  was  at  the  time  he  told  me 
about  Mr.  Taylor's  shaking  his  fist  at  him  he  also  condemned  the 
Electric  Boat  (Company  or  not.     My  recollection  is  he  had. 

Q.  While  Mr.  Neff  was  there  was  any  part  of  their  conversation 
along  the  line  of  these  practices? — A.  1  heard  no  conversations  in 
reference  to  anything  of  that  kind.  The  only  conversation  I  recol- 
lect, in  Mr.  Lilley's  presence,  with  Mr.  Neff,  that  I  had  with  Mr.  Neff, 
was  purely  of  a  social  nature. 

Q.  So  the  only  conversation  you  heard  about  the  practices  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  was  with  Mr.  Lilley  in  connection  with  one 
of  these  letters? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

I  Q.  Were  you  told  by  Mr.  Lilley  as  early  as  October  1,  1907,  that 
'he  proposed  to  push  an  investigation  of  the  reprehensible  methods 
of  the  Holland  or  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  recall  no  such 
statement. 

Q.  At  the  time  that  he  condemned  these  methods  by  his  letters 
and  his  conversations  with  you,  did  he  intimate  that  something 
ought  to  be  done  to  stop  them? — A.  I  do  not  know  exactly  what 
you  mean  by  intimate. 

Q.  Did  he  state  in  his  conversation  that  that  sort  of  work  ought 
to  be  stopped? — A.  I  could  not  say  whether  he  definitely  expressed 
the  idea  or  not. 

0.  Can  not  you  remember  any  part  of  the  words  he  used  in  talking 
with  you  about  it? — A.  I  can  remember  nothing  definitely  except 
the  last  paragraph  of  the  letter  to  the  Secretary,  which  gave  me 
the  impression  that  there  had  been  reprehensible  practices,  and  the 
fact  that  he  told  me  that  Mr.  Taylor  or  a  manufacturer  had  shook 
his  fist  at  him  in  Waterbury  because  he  had  not  supported  the  sub- 
marine proposition  there  in  Washington. 

Q.  Did  he  state  to  you  at  that  time  that  Mr.  Taylor  had  done 
that  at  the  request  or  by  the  direction  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company — 
A.  As  I  remember  he  gave  me  to  understand  that  he  had.  I  can  not 
state  whether  that  information  came  to  me  since,  from  reading  the 
testimony. 
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Q.  But  he  did  condemn  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Taylor  at  that  time! — 
A.  He  mentioned  that  fact,  that  he  had  shook  his  fist  at  him. 

Q.  How  long  after  Mr.  Neff  was  in  Waterbury  did  you  talk  with 
Mr.  Lilley  about  the  investigation  of  the  Holland  ana  the  Electric 
Boat  Company? — A.  I  have  stated  I  don't  recollect  the  dates  of  this 
conversation  at  all.     It  was  sometime  prior  to  October  1,  1907. 

Q.  Was  there  more  than  one  conversation? — A.  I  recollect  nothing 
definitely  except  what  I  have  stated  of  the  incident  of  the  manu- 
facturer and  the  last  paragraph  of  that  letter. 

Q.  Did  not  that  leave  some  impression  upon  your  mind  at  the 
time? — A.  Those  two  things,  yes. 

Q.  Wouldn't  you  be  likely  to  remember  a  matter  that  was  of 
importance  as  that? — A.  I  remember  those  two  facts. 

Q.  You  were  somewhat  interested  in  public  affairs,  weren't  you? — 
A.   i  es,  sir. 

Q.  Axid  interested  to  find  out  how  public  matters  are  conducted? — 
A.   i  es,  sir. 

Q.  Did  not  a  matter  of  so  much  importance  as  that  impress  itself 
upon  you  so  that  you  know  what  occurred? — A.  No,  sir;  I  don't 
remember  the  conversation.     I  simply  remember  the  facts. 

Q.  Exactly  what  facts  do  you  remember? — A.  Simply  that  I  can 
positively  state  that  my  impression  was  that  the  last  paragraph  of  the 
letter  that  was  written  in  September  to  the  Secretary  of  tne  Navy 
condemned  the  reprehensible  practices  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
and  stating  that  it  had  made  a  gjreat  many  enemies  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  on  account  of  those  practices,  but  1  don't  recollect  the  wording. 
And  also  that  Mr..  Lille  v  had  stated  that  this  manufacturer  had  shook 
his  fist  at  him  because  fie  had  not  supported  the  submarines. 

Q.  Was  that  contained  in  the  letter? — A.  The  fact  that  the  manu- 
facturer had  shook  his  fist?  H  4| 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No,  sir.  H* 

Q.  And  what  else  occurred  at  the  time  the  letter  was  written  about 
this  matter;  what  else  did  Mr.  Lilley  say  to  you  about  this  affair? — 
A.  Nothing,  that  I  remember.  -  9| 

O.  Where  did  it  occur? — A.  The  letter  was  written  in  Waterbuiy 
in  the  business  office  there. 

Q.  And  he  dictated  it  to  you,  as  you  were  in  his  office? — A.  Yes, sir. 

Q.  Did  he  change  it  after  it  was  dictated? — A.  I  don't  remember 
whether  he  did  or  not.     He  may  have  done  so. 

Q.  Did  he  make  any  statements  concerning  their  conduct  which  you 
omitted  from  the  letter  as  finally  senU — A.  Yes,  I  believe  that  Mr. 
Lilley's  copy,  just  simply  a  typewritten  copy,  and  the  last  paragraph 
was  not  included,  and  the  paragraph  that  went  to  the  Secretary 
included  the  statement  about  the  reprehensible  practices  of  the  Elec- 
tric Boat  Company  and  Mr.  Lilley  had  that  removed  and  made  the 
other  copy. 

Q.  From  the  copy  that  you  furnished  us,  for  this  committee?— 
A.  From  the  copy  of  it  in  the  letter  book;  yes. 

Q.  At  the  time  Mr.  Lilley  dictated  that  letter  to  you,  didn't  he 
indicate  to  you  in  some  way  about  the  nature  of  the  practices  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  he  describe  what  some  of  those  practices  were? — A.  I 
don't  remember  any  specific  statement. 
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Q.  Didn't  he  mform  you  in  any  way ;  didn't  you  have  the  curiosity 
to  know  what  those  practices  were? — A.  Why,  I  don't  remember 
anything  of  that  kind,- any  conversation  at  all. 

Q.  Didn't  you  ask  him  anything  about  those  practices? — A.  I 
don't  recollect  having  done  so. 

Q.  And  he  did  not  state  anything  further  about  them? — A.  I  do 
not  recollect  anything  that  he  said  at  this  time. 

Q.  Did  you  Kear  him  talk  with  anybody  else  about  the  reprehensi- 
ble practices  of  this  company? — A.  Why.  I  couldn't  say  positively, 
no;  but  I  don't  remember  having  heard. 

Q.  You  were  with  him  a  great  deal? — A.  During  business  hours  I 
was  there. 

Q.  And  took  a  great  many  dictations  from  him? — A.  Yes,  sir;  any 
time  I  was  there. 

Q.  Didn't  he  talk  with  anybody  that  you  heard  concerning  these 
affairs? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  do  remember  this  one  occasion  and  this  one  conversa- 
tion, and  this  one  dictating? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted 

Q.  You  said  that  you  and  somebody  else  had  considered  that  it 
would  be  very  improper  for  the  committee  to  call  vou  to  the  witness 
stand,  you  being  trie  secretary  of  a  Congressman.  f)id  you  so  state  ? — 
A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did  state  that.     It  had  been  said  to  me. 

Q.  Who  said  it  to  you? — A.  I  understood  Mr.  Neff,  as  I  said,  made 
that  statement  to  me. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  if  you  prepared  a  wTitten  statement  which  was 
submitted  to  this  committee  by  Mr.  Lilley,  beginning  on  page  15  of 
this  testimony  and  then  going  "over  to  page  17,  in  which  he  says,  "I 
respectfully  request  that  witnesses  be  summoned  as  follows."  Then 
there  is  a  whole  lot  of  them  until  he  comes  to  Frank  L.  Edinborough, 
of  Bay  City,  Mich.  Did  you  do  the  typewriting  of  that  statement? — 
A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  did? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  Mr.  Edinborough  was  called  and  Mr.  Lilley  submitted  a 
Hst  of  questions  we  put  to  him.  Did  you  prepare  that  statement  ? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  happen  to  know  that  Mr.  edinborough  was  the  private 
secretary  of  Congressman  Loud? — A.  I  understood  he  had  resigned. 

Q.  That  the  information  elicited  by  these  questions  was  informa- 
tion which  he  had  learned  as  secretary  of  Congressman  Loud;  you 
knew  that,  didn't  you? — A.  Oh,  I  understood  that  from  reading  the 
testimony. 

Q.  Did  you  think  it  was  any  more  improper  to  call  one  Congress- 
es secretary  than  another? — A.  Mr.  Loud  volunteered,  as  I  under- 
>d  it,  during  the  testimony 

Q.  But  Congressman  Lilley  asked  this  committee  to  subpoena  Mr. 

iinborough,  and  at  his  request  the  committee  did. — A.  les,  sir. 

Q.  And  ne  submitted  certain  questions  to  us  which  at  his  request 
fere  propounded  to  Mr.  Edinborough? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  now  appears  that  those  questions  were  prepared  by  the 

Ake  Boat  Company.     Do  you  see  any  particular  impropriety  in 

riling,  under  all  the  circumstances? — A.  If  I  understand  it,  there  is 
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nothing  reprehensible  at  all  in  the  methods  pursued.  Mr.  Lilley  had 
said  to  me  that  they  had  always  been  on  the  square  and 

Q.  Who? — A.  The  Lake  people.  They  had  always  been  on  the 
square  in  their  legislation,  and  they  had  friends  on  that  account  in 
Congress,  and  that  everybody  that  was  interested  in  a  good  square 
deal  was  a  friend  of  the  Lake  boat  people. 

Q.  When  did  he  say  that  ? — A.  He  has  frequently  made  that  state- 
ment to  me  at  one  time  or  other. 

Q.  Where  was  that  ? — A.  In  our  office,  I  believe. 

Q.  In  Waterbury  ? — A.  I  think  it  was  in  Waterbury. 

Q.  In  Washington  also  ? — A.  I  think  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  letter 
to  the  Secretary  in  regard  to  open  competition. 

Q.  That  was  last  August  or  September? — A.  The  early  part  of 
August. 

Q.  He  said  the  Lake  boat  people  were  good,  square  people  and 
their  methods  were  square? — A.  les,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  why  he  favored  them? — A.  That  was  why  he 
favored  open  competition. 

Q.  You  said  somebody  said  to  you  that  this  investigation  had 
turned  into  an  investigation  of  Mr.  Lilley.  When  was  that? — A. 
Why,  I  don't  recollect  which  newspaper  man — several  newspapermen 
have  been  in  the  office. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  it  ? — A.  Two  or  three  weeks. 

.Q.  What  had  occurred  at  that  time  and  in  what  way  had  Mr. 
Lilley  been  investigated  ? — A.  Why,  it  was  after  the  failure  of  the 
committee  to  produce  the  books  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  I 
believe. 

Q.  When  did  the  committee  fail  to  produce  the  books? — A.  Why, 
the  committee,  of  course,  has  not  again — but  the  impression  was  that 
Congress  would  be  in  session  for  a  few  weeks,  and  it  would  take  an 
expert  auditor  five  or  six  weeks  to  go  over  the  books,  and  the  com- 
mittee had  not  as  yet  caused  them  to  be  produced,  and  therefore  it 
would  be  absurd  to  expect  them  to  get  all  the  facts  before  Congress 
adjourned. 

Q.  What  particular  newspaper  reporter  was  it  that  said  that  to 
you? — A.  No  newspaper  man  gave  those 

Q.  Who  did? — A.  I  don't  remember  whether  I  gathered  it  from 
my  reading  of  the  newspapers  themselves,  or  some  newspaper  man. 

Q.  There  has  not  been  anything  about  that  in  the  newspapers, 
that  I  have  seen,  unless  you  gave  it  out.  Where  did  you  get  it  ? 
.You  have  testified  very  freely  about  that,  now  where  did  you  get 
it? — A.  I  don't  remember  which  newspaper  man  it  was. 

Q.  A  minute  ago  you  said  you  did  not  get  it  from  any  newspaper 
man. — A.  Two  auditors  came  in  one  morning  and  talked  with  me 
and  told  how  long  it  had  taken  them,  they  said  they  represented  a 
company  and  they  had  been  connected  with  investigations  and 
spent  six  or  eight  weeks  going  over  the  books,  and  had  located  the 
facts,  and  I  got  the  impression  from  those  two  men  it  would  take  six 
or  seven  weeks. 

Q.  Who  are  they  ? — A.  I  have  their  cards. 

Q.  How  did  they  happen  to  come  to  see  you? — A.  Three  letters 
have  been  written  to  Mr.  Lilley  by  auditors,  asking  to  be  employed, 
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*nd  letters  were  on  the  desk,  and  these  two  auditors  came  in  to  see 
Mr.  Lilley.     I  understood  they  had  to  leave  town  in  a  few  days 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  Wny  some  two  or  three  weeks  ago  I  think 
it  was. 

Q.  Did  you  employ  them? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now  you  said  a  few  newspaper  men  or  two  or  three  newspaper 
reporters  told  you  these  things.  Who  are  they? — A.  Two  of  the 
newspaper  men,  I  said,  made  a  statement  in  regard  to  the  investiga- 
tion of  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Who  are  they? — A.  I  don't  remember.  Several  newspaper 
men  have  been  in  there. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  one  of  them? — A.  I  think  one  was  the  Asso- 
ciated Press  man  that  was  in  there. 

Q.  What  was  his  name? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Johnson? — A.  I  don't  know,  the  Associated  Press  men. 

Q.  Do  you  know  them  by  sight  ? — A.  I  think  this  gentleman  here  is 
one. 

Q.  Which  one? — A.  The  one  at  the  end  of  the  table. 

Q.  That  good-looking  man  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  said  that  it  was  an  investigation  of  Lilley,  did  he? — A.  I 
don't  know  as  he  put  it  exactly  that  way.  He  said  "The  Lilley  inves- 
tigation." 

Q.  Oh,  well,  it  has  been  called  the  Lilley  investigation  all  the  time, 
hasn't  it? — A.  No,  it  has  not.  It  was  the  emphasis,  the  way  he 
expressed  it,  that  it  was  a  Lille}T  investigation.  It  had  gone  into  the 
Xaval  Department. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  that  it  had  turned  into  an  investigation  of 
Lilley.  Who  was  it  said  that  ? — A.  That  is  the  impression  I  got  from 
his  statement. 

Q.  From  this  gentleman's  statement,  that  because  we  had  gone  into 
the  Navy  Department  we  were  investigating  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  That 
from  an  investigation  of  Mr.  Lilley  it  had  gone  into  an  investigation 
of  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  When  did  yougatherthe  impression  that  we  had  been  investigat- 
ing ifr.  Lilley? — A.  From  the  newspaper  men 

Q.  When  ?— A.  At  the  time  he  was  there. 

Q.  When? — A.  About  a  week  and  a  half  or  two  weeks  ago. 

Q.  Where  was  it?— A.  In  Mr.  Lilley's  office. 

Q.  Was  that  impression  based  on  the  fact  that  we  had  subpoenaed 
all  the  witnesses  wnose  names  Mr.  Lilley  had  given  us  ? — A.  I  do  not 
know. 

Q.  Or  that  we  had  put  to  them  the  questions  he  had  submitted 
to  us? — A.  I  simply  based  -it  on  that  remark.  I  didn't  hear  his 
reasons  for  making  the  remark. 

Q.  Did  you  gather  the  impression  that  because  we  had  called  the 
Lake  boat  people  also  that  we  were  therefore  investigating  Mr.  Lil- 
ley?— A.  I  nad  not  thought  of  the  matter  very  much. 

Q.  Think  it  over  and  see  if  you  did  not  get  all  of  that  statement 
out  of  your  mind  right  there.— A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not.  I  heard  those 
words. " 

Q.  Yes;  but  the  words  you  heard  do  not  seem  to  bear  out  your 
construction.     Now,  you  have  talked  about  sixteen  times  of  some 
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gentleman  shaking  his  fist  in  Mr.  Lilley*  s  face. — A.  I  don't  remem- 
er  that  I  said  that.     I  said  Mr.  Lilley  had  made  that  statement. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  am  talking  about.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  seem  very 
angry? — A.  He  mentioned  it  just  once. 

Q.  Why  have  you  been  mentioning  it  so  very  often? — A.  As  I 
understood  it  I  have  been  asked  that  several  times. 

Q.  No;  I  don't  think  it. — A.  The  fact  came  within  my  knowledge 
at  that  time 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Lilley  angry  ? — A.  Why,  my  impression  is  that  he  con- 
demned the  Electric  Boat  Company  for  taking  such  a  means  to 
bring  influence  to  bear  on  a  Congressman. 

Q.  He  condemned  the  Electric  Boat,  Company  because  this  man 
shook  his  fist  in  his  face  ?— A.  He  said  he  had  shaken  his  fist. 

Q.  Now, was  he  angry  about  this  man  shaking  his  fist  in  his  face? 
Did  you  get  that  impression? — A.  At  the  moment  he  did  not  express 
any  anger  to  me. 

Q.  How  did  that  make  such  an  impression  on  you? — A.  That  he 
was  angry? 

Q.  Yes — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  said  he  was. 

Q.  How  did  it  make  such  an  impression  on  you  that  you.  could 
remember  that  when  you  could  not  remember  much  of  anything 
else? — A.  Well,  this  Mr.  Taylor  I  had  heard  of;  I  don't  know  that 
Mr.  Lilley  mentioned  his  name,  but  naturally,  being  acquainted  with 
the  Waterbury  manufacturers,  I  had  an  interest  to  know  which  it  was. 

Q.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Taylor? — A.  I  did  not.  The  first  time  I  have 
seen  Mr.  Taylor  has  been  here  in  this  chair. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Taylor  and  Mr.  Lilley  are  very  good  friends  to  this 
day? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  testimony  in  this  case? — A.  Parts  of  it. 

Q.  Well,  you  have  read  that  they  both  said  that  they  were  good 
friends? — A.  I  believe  I  was  here  that  morning  when  something  to 
that  effect  came  out. 

Q.  Mr.  Taylor  was  asked  this  question: 

You  did  shake  your  fist  at  him.  Was  that  in  a  jocular  way? — A.  Yes;  a  friendly 
way;  and  I  don't  think  I  have  missed  an  opportunity  to  shake  my  fist  at  him  and 
tell  him  to  vote  for  submarines  every  time  I  nave  Aet  him  since. 

Q.  Did  he  seem  to  feel  that  it  was  an  intimidation  or  threat? — A.  No,  sir;  he  took 
it  in  a  very  friendly  spirit. 

And  he  afterwards  called  him  "  Frank ;"  and  you  intend  to  convey 
the  impression  here  that  something  very  severe  had  occurred,  and  it 
had  impressed  itself  upon  your  memory,  enabling  you  to  remember 
that,  although  you  forget  so  many  things  we  have  tried  to  have  you 
remember.     That  is  all. 

The  Chairman.  You  were  subpoenaed  with  a  subpoena  duces  tecum 
to  bring  all  your  stenographic  note  books  from  December  1,  1907. 

A.  I  would  be  very  glad  to  produce  any  I  have. 

The  Chairman.  You  did  not  produce  any,  and  it  seems  you  are  not 
a  stenographer.  On  the  examination  bv  Mr.  Howard  you  stated  that 
you  had  the  books,  but  you  could  not  find  them.  I  think  if  you  will 
search  that  you  will  find  these  books ;  and  if  you  will  bring  those  books 
this  afternoon,  and  also  a  copy  of  the  origiual  resolution  of  February 
20,  190S,  introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley,  and  also  all  notes  or  drafts  relating 
to  that  resolution  or  the  matter  of  the  investigation,  and  third,  the 
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original  House  joint  resulution  which  you  say  you  wrote  at  the  same 
time  and  which  was  presented  by  Mr.  Lilley  last  Saturday,  and  fourth, 
all  of  your  dictation  note  books  from  December  1,  1907. 

The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  2.30  p.  m. 

AFTER   RECESS. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess,  at  2.30  o'clock 
p.  m. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Brous- 
8&rd. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  take  the  stand  again,  Mr.  Neff?  You 
have  already  been  sworn. 

STATEMENT  OF  ABHEB  £.  NEFT— Recalled. 

By  the  Chairman: 

Q.  I  forgot  the  other  day  when  you  were  in  here  to  have  the  mem- 
ber of  the  committee  who  had  been  asking  you  questions  ask  you 
about  these  subpoenas.  The  first  day  of  the  hearing  Mr.  Lilley  gave 
the  names  of  some  witnesses  for  whom  he  wished  subpoenas  duces 
tecum  to  issue;  and  as  the  committee  were  not  otherwise  advised  as 
to  what  was  expected  to  be  proven,  by  direction  of  the  committee 
I  sent  those  subpoenas  to  Kepresentative  Lilley,  that  he  would  have 
the  subpoenas  duces  tecum  made  out,  calling  for  exactly  what  he 
wanted;  that  then  the  committee  would  have  them  served. — A.  After 
consultation  with  Senator  Thurston,  I  prepared  those  subpoenas,  the 
first  few;  there  were  several. 

Q.  These  were  at  the  suggestion A.  Of  Senator  Thurston,  as 

1  recollect. 

Q.  As  to  what  to  put  in  them? — A.  As  to  what  to  put  in  them. 

Q.  Did  Senator  Tnurston  dictate  the  substance  to  put  in  them? — 
A.  Not  with  reference  to  these  subpoenas;  I  think  he  dictated  it  in 
some  other  form. 

Q.  But  you  put  it  in  th$  subpoenas? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  the  subpoena  duces  tecum  for  Isaac  L.  Rice? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Norman  G.  Johnson,  August  Tread  well,  jr.,  and  E.  B.  Frost — 
those  four? — A.  Yes;  I  think  those  are  the  ones. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  dictated  one  general 
form  that  Mr.  Neff  used. 

By  the  Chairman: 

Q.  They  came  to  you  from  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Oh,  the  blank  forms 
were  handed  to  me. 

Q.  You  consulted  Senator  Thurston  about  the  matter,  and  he 
dictated  one  form  to  cover  them  all? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  wrote  them  on  the  typewriter  and  returned  them  to 
Mr.  Lilley?— A.  Yes.  .    " 

Q.  And  they  were  received  from  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  think  that 
was  the  true  course. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Neff,  I  will  hand  you  this  copy  of  a  letter  and  ask 
you  to  examine  it  and  identify  it." — A.  This  letter  was  written  last 
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summer  after  the  Attorney-General  rendered  his  decision,  and  Mr. 
J.  C.  Lake  was  sick  at  the  time  and  could  not  go  on  the  mission.  I 
took  the  letter,  but  never  presented  it,  because  I  did  not  need  it 

Q.  You  have  the  original  of  that  letter? — A.  Yes,  but  I  have  lost 
it;  this  is  all  I  could  find. 

Q.  Will  you  take  the  stand  and  read  that  letter  and  tell 'us  about 
it?— A. 

[The  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  submarine  torpedo  boats.    Simon  Lake,  president;  J.  C.  Lake 
vice-president;  L.  B.  Miller,  treasurer;  Henry  J.  Miller,  secretary.] 

Washington,  D.  C,  August  7, 1907. 
Hon.  G.  J.  Lilley,  Member  of  Congress,  Waterbury,  Conn. 

Bear  Mr.  Lilley:  Ab  you  are  probably  advised,  the  Attorney-General  has  given 
an  opinion  in  accordance  with  our  vieW— that  the  late  legislation  of  CongresB  does 
not  interfere  with  the  absolute  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  awarding 
contracts  for  submarines.  This  of  course  is  very  gratifying,  but  strong  efforts  will 
be  made  bv  the  Holland  people  to  secure  contracts  for  the  greater  part  of  the  present 
appropriation  of  $3,000  000. 

I  had  hoped  to  see  you  in  person,  but  am  confined  to  my  bed  under  the  advice  of 
physician;  and  I  therefore  have  asked  the  bearer,  Mr.  A.  R.  Neff,  to  go  to  Waterbury 
for* the  purpose  of  laying  the  matter  before  you.  He  will  give  you  Mr.  Thurston's 
brief,  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  ana  also  show  you  the  telegram  and  letters 
we  have  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  California. 

While  we  do  not  anticipate  that  the  Secretary  will  authorize  the  Assistant  Secretary 
to  make  these  awards  before  the  Secretary  returns  to  Washington,  yet  there  is  danger 
that  he  may  do  so.  In  view  of  this,  I  trust  that  you  will  give  careful  consideration  to 
the  facts  Mr.  Neff  will  present,  and  I  respectfully  request  you  to  address  a  telegram  to 
the  Secretary  and  supplement  it  by  as  strong  a  letter  as  I  know  you  can  write,  urging 
him  not  to  decide  as  to  how  the  appropriation  shall  be  expended  until  he  can  return  to 
Washington  and  personally  examine  not  only  the  reports  of  the  seagoing  tests,  but  the 
plans  and  specifications  submitted  with  our  bids.  I  am  satisfied  that  if  vou  will  do 
this,  the  Secretary  will  become  convinced  that  the  Lake  Company  should  De  awarded 
contracts  for  at  least  one-half  of  the  boats  authorized  by  the  appropriation. 

That  was  our  contention,  that  our  showing  entitled  us  to  at  least 
one-half  of  the  appropriation.     [Reads:] 

This  is  a  critical  time  for  the  Lake  Company,  and  a  decision  in  its  favor  along  the 
lines  suggested  will  be  of  the  utmost  value,  f  lease  make  this  letter  to  the  Secretary 
as  strong  as  possible,  and  I  assure  you  that  any  efforts  in  our  behalf  will  be  very  greatly 
appreciated. 

•    i  ou  know  that  the  strongest  possible  efforts  will  be  made  by  our  competitor  to  enlist 
some  very  strong  political  advocacy  for  their  boats,  and  I  feel  that  this  is  a  time  when 
the  State  of  Connecticut  through  you  can  be  heard  to  great  advantage. 
Respectfully, 

Vice-President. 

Q.  How  is  that  signed? — A.  It  was  signed  by  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake.  But 
I  never  presented  this  letter,  as  I  did  not  think  it  was  necessary,  and 
I  simply  explained  in  a  few  minutes  what  my  mission  was,  and  at 
that  tune  we  were  very  desirous  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  post- 
pone his  decision  until  he  had  returned,  inasmuch  as  we  had  taken 
the  entire  matter  up  with  the  Secretary. 

Q.  J.  C.  Lake  dictated  this  letter?— A.  I  think  Senator  Thurston 
was  there  when  that  letter  was  dictated. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  dictated  that  letter  at  the  hospital. 

By  the  Chairman  : 

Q.  But  it  was  signed  by A,  By  Mr,  J.  C.  Lake,    But,  as  I  say, 

I  never  used  the  letter. 

Q.  It  was  to  be  delivered  by  you  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Yes. 
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Q.  On  the  trip  to  Waterbury,  Conn.,  that  occurred  about  this 
time? — A.  That  1  referred  to  in  my  testimony;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  in  that  letter  it  refers  to  certain  facts  which  you  were  as  the 
messenger  to  present  to  Mr.  Lilley  orally  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  evidently  he  did  not  wish  to  put  into  writing? — A.  Those 
were  simply  the  facts;  it  was  too  much  to  put  into  the  letter.  It 
was  simply  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  and  the  proof, 
and  I  was  to  just  explain  to  him  what  we  wanted  and  he  would  not 
give  me  very  much  time,  as  he  had  some  social  engagements. 
Therefore  I  simply  told  him  we  wanted  a  telegram  asking  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  to  postpone  a  decision  in  this  matter  until  he  returned . 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  other  letter  that  you  presented  ? — A.  No. 

<J.  How  did  you  make  an  appointment  with  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Well, 
I  tried  to  get  him  from  Bridgeport  two  or  three  times,  and  the  last 
time  I  understood  he  would  be  in  Waterbury  that  night,  and  I  simply 
took  the  train  for  Waterbury  and  went  up  to  his  hotel  and  sent  my 
card  up.  He  saw  me,  and  I  presented  the  matter,  as  I  have  already 
stated. 

Q.  You  saw  him  the  next  morning? — A.  Saw  him  the  next  morning 
and  got  the  letter. 

Q.  He  gave  you  a  copy  of  the  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — 
A.  He  eave  me 

Q.  The  original? — A.  No;  he  did  not  give  me  the  original;  he  just 
gave  me  a  copy  of  what  he  had  written,  as  I  understood. 


Q.  To  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  Yes. 


„  Did  Mr.  Lilley  hand  that  to  you  personally? — A.  I  think  he 
called  for  it  from  his  secretary  at  the  time.  I  don't  know  whether  he 
handed  it  to  me  or  the  secretary.  I  know  I  was  in  a  hurry  to  catch 
the  train. 

Q.  But  the  arrangement  was  two  letters  were  written  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  at  different  addresses;  do  you  remember  that  part 
of  it? — A.  Yes;  I  wanted  to  catch  him;  I  was  afraid  he  would 
leave;  and  if  he  left  one  place  we  would  catch  him  at  the  other.  I 
wanted  to  be  absolutely  sure. 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  make  that  suggestion,  to  Mr.  Lilley  or  the 
Secretary,  as  to  how  they  should  be  addressed? — A.  I  think  I  gave 
it  to  Mr.  Lilley;  gave  it  generally. 

Q.  So  that  you  had  considerable  talk  with  him  about  the  condi- 
tion of  the  contracts? — A.  No;  I  did  not  have  very  much  time.  I 
told  him  what  I  wanted;  it  was  a  very  short  talk,  and  there  was  very 
tittle  said. 

Q.  Just  in  jrour  own  way,  Mr.  Neff,  being  familiar  with  all  the 
transactions,  kindly  make  clear  to  the  committee  just  what  the  pur- 
pose was  of  a  personal  trip  taking  this  letter  with  you  and  what  the 
personal  trip  resulted  in.  In  other  words,  what  was  there  that 
could  not  have  been  done  by  correspondence  or  by  telephone  or  by 
telegraph?— A.  I  felt  this  way,  after  talking  it  over  with  Senator 
Thurston,  that  the  letter  might  lie  on  his  desk  for  a  week  and  that 
this  was  important.  The  opinion  had  not  been  made  and  we  were  three 
or  four  days  late  then,  and  nis  secretary  might  have  gotten  word,  and 
he  telegraphed  right  back  he  would  oe  there  and  take  it  up  that 
morning.  We  would  all  have  had  to  go  over  the  matter  with  the 
Assistant  Secretary,  the  same  as  we  had  gone  over  it  with  the  Secre- 
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tary;  and  inasmuch  as  we  had  taken  the  whole  fight  up 'with  the 
Secretary  we  wished  the  Secretary  to  decide  the  matter  himself.  We 
also  felt  that  the  interpretation  of  the  law  said  that  the  discretion 
was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary,  and  therefore  we  wanted  it 
in  the  hands  of  the  highest  authority. 

Q.  You  knew  exactly  the  kind  of  a  letter  you  wanted  written  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  if  you  could  get  itt — A.  I  had  ideas  what 
I  wanted. 

Q.  Exactly  what  you  wanted  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  made  those  known  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  told  him  it  was 
in  the  interest  of  competition  that  this  appropriation  be  divided 
between  the  two  companies;  that  we  felt  our  snowing  on  this  old. 
smaller,  and  less  powerful  boat  was  sufficient  to  show  the  practical 
data  of  our  boat,  and,  taking  those  into  consideration  with  our  plans 
and  specifications  on  file  for  a  more  superior  boat  and  the  reasonable 

Erice  of  the  boat,  that  the  Secretary  would  be  warranted  in  giving  us 
alf.  We  never  felt  that  we  wanted  the  whole  field  at  any  time;  the 
field  was  broad  enough  for  all  competitors;  we  wanted  a  just  showing. 
Q.  Did  you  tell  that  to  Mr.  Lilley  the  next  morning?— A.  I  think 
I  outlined  that  to  him  in  just  as  short  a  statement  as  I  make  to  you 
in  something  like  that  language.  He  said,  "Get  up  the  telegram," 
and  I  went  right  to  the  desk  and  wrote  the  telegram,  and  I  put  it  as 
strong  as  it  was  consistent  with  our  purpose. 


Q.  j[ou  wrote  the  telegram? — A.  Ves,  sir. 


^.  He  signed  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  sent  it? — A.  1  went  to  the  telegraph  office  and  sent  it. 

Q.  So  far,  that  is  all  perfectly  clear  and  straight,  about  the  tele- 
gram. Now,  about  the  letter;  was  that  written  that  night? — A.  I  do 
not  know  when  that  was  written.  I  simply  left  him  and  took  a  walk 
around  the  city. 

Q.  Then  you  went  to  his  office  in  the  morning? — A.  Shortly  before 
train  time  in  the  morning. 

Q.  And  got  the  letter? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  conversation  occurred  then? — A.  Nothing  more  than  he 
called  his  secretary  and  he  wrote  a  letter. 

Q.  Right  there,  so  that  it  will  be  perfectly  clear  in  your  own  mind, 
he  simply  brought  the  draft  of  the  letter  and  did  you  not  make  cor- 
rections,  so  as  to  have  it  in  better  shape? — A.  No;  I  made  no  cor- 
rections.    I  never  felt  it  incumbent  upon  me  that  I  should. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  about  a  draft  of  a  letter  having  first  been 
brought  down  by  the  secretary  and  submitted  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  then 
taken  up  out  of  the  room  and  then  rewritten? — A.  I  do  not  recollect 
that  at  all.  I  know  that  I  went  there  for  the  letter  with  the  under- 
standing that  the  letter  would  be  prepared. 

Q.  Was  the  final  letter  or  a  copy  read  before  it  was  mailed?— A. 
He  nanded  it  to  me  to  read. 

Q.  That  is,  while  his  secretary  was  there  ? — A.  Wait  just  a  minute. 
I  am  not  just  really  clear  as  to  whether  he  handed  me  it  to  read  the 
details  of  the  thing.  I  know  I  got  the  letter  and  saw  something 
like  it,  and  he  was  to  sign  it,  and  whether  I  brought  the  letter  bacK 
with  me  or  not  I  am  not  sure.     I  know  that  is  what  I  wanted. 

Q.  Whether  vou  mailed  the  original  letter  you  can  not  say?— 
A.  I  don't  think  I  did.     What  I  wanted  to  do  was  to  do  so  that  I 
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got  results  up  there.  I  wanted  a  copy  to  show  that  I  had  results. 
Whether  I  brought  that  back  I  can  not  say. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  about  the  original  draft  of  the  letter  and 
about  its  being  read  and  rewritten? — A.  No;  I  really  don't  remember 
the  details. 

Q.  All  that  you  saw,  you  went  there  to  get  a  letter,  that  was 
handed  to  the  secretary  to  mail,  and  you  got  a  copy? — A.  Yes. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  Mr.  Lilley  knew  what 
your  name  was  that  morning  in  the  office? — A.  Simply  presented 
myself  as  Mr.  Neff,  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  and  that  is 
the  only  way  I  presented  myself. 

Q.  Did  you  pronounce  your  name? — A.  Neff.  N-e-f-f. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  hear  it? — A.  He  ought  to  nave. 

Q.  Had  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  lie  did  understand  that  that 
was  your  name? — A.  I  never  asked  him. 

Q.  Did  he  call  your  name  again? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that  he  did. 

Q.  Did  the  secretary  call  your  name? — A.  He  may  have,  or  he 
may  have  said;  "This  is  the  representative  of  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company/7  something  like  that.  Whether  he  did  or  not;  I  do 
not  know. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  he  ever  called  your  name? — A.  I  do 
not  know. 

Q.  When  did  you  get  back  to  Washington  i  That  was  in  August  ? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

0.  When  you  got  back  to  Washington — that  was  in  August? — 
A.  That  was  in  August. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Yes;  I  saw  him  in  the  late 
fall,  as  I  testified  the  other  day. 

Q.  That  is  right;  did  he  know  your  name? — A.  I  think  I  said  my 
name  was  Mr.  jNeff,  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company.  I  don't 
think  I  did  mention  my  name.  Then  he  knew  what  my  business 
was,  but  that  is  a  detail  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  he  knows  your  name  or  not? — A.  He 
ought  to  know  it  now. 

Q.  Before  this  investigation  started,  you  do  not  know  whether  he 
knew  your  name? — A.  ho,  I  don't  know;  he  ought  to. 

Q.  He  ought  to  to-day? — A.  Not  my  full  name,  the  last  name. 

Q.  Neff  or  Neth? — A.  A  good  many  people  do  not  get  the  last 
syllable. 

Q.  Had  he  any  reasonable  opportunity  on  account  of  reasonable 
business  dealings  with  you  to  knowT  whether  your  name  was  Neff  or 
Neth  before  this  investigation  opened  in  this  committee  room? — A.  I 
really  could  not  say  as  to  that.  I  said  I  had  seen  him  two  or  three 
times;  never  more  than  mentioned  my  name  to  him.  I  did  not 
think  it  was  necessary  to  mention  it  to  him  after  that ;  I  do  not  think, 
unless  his  memory  for  names  is  good,  that  I  had  made  any  impression 
on  him. 

Q.  You  were  getting  what  you  went  for  each  time? — A.  Only  this 
time  for  the  letter,  is  the  only  time  I  ever  got  what  I  went  for. 

Q.  That  was  important  to  you  at  the  time  ? — A.  I  thought  so. 

The  Chairman.  To  help  Mr.  Howard  out  in  that  question,  he  did 
not  put  it  quite  fairly  whether  Mr.  Lilley  had  an  opportunity  to  know 


1314  HEARINGS   ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288. 

your  Hame  the  time  this  investigation  began ;  but  did  he  have  oppor- 
tunity to  know  what  your  name  was  prior  to  the  16th  of  March,  sec- 
ond or  third  day  of  the  session,  when  the  questions  prepared  bv  you 
and  Senator  Thurston  were  presented  here  i— A.  I  really  don't  know, 
because  I  did  not  take  any  pains  to  impress  upon  him  my  name.  Oft- 
entimes I  am  rather  negligent  about  that.  I  so  right  up  to  people 
and  forget  those  things,  and  talk  what  I  am  after. 

The  Chairman.  But  you  left  your  card  at  the  hotel  at  Waterbury  t 
A.  I  gave  it  to  the  bell  boy,  and  when  he  came  down  I  don't  know 
whether  he  kept  the  card  or  not.  That  would  be  simply  a  question  of 
Mr.  Lilley's  memory — whether  or  not  I  made  any  impression  on  him 
or  not. 

The  Chairman.  After  the  introduction  of  the  resolution,  you  saw 
him  a  great  many  times  between  that  and  March  12? — A.  I  did  not 
see  him  verv  frequently.  He  would  not  give  me  any  consideration, 
very  much,  before  that. 

The  Chairman.  What  did  he  call  you  when  you  met  him? — A.  He 
just  said :  "  How  do  you  do  ?  "  as  I  remember  it. 

Mr.  Howard.  Simply  a  psychological  question ;  it  is  a  trick  of  the 
mind  sometimes  to  leave  off  the  last  syllable  of  a  name  ? — A.  I  hadn't 
any  reason  to  withhold  my  name,  or  hadn't  any  reason  to  think  that 
he  knew  what  my  name  was. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  no  question  of  that  sort  at  all  about  your 
withholding  your  name.  The  question  does  come  up  what  Mr.  Lilley 
knew  about  you  on  the  12th  of  March. — A.  I  really  could  not  say 
verv  much  about  that. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  call  Mr.  Hay. 

TESTIMONY  OF  JAMES  HAY,  JB. 

James  Hay,  Jr.,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined,  testi- 
fied as  follows : 

By  Mr.  Howard  : 

Q.  Give  your  full  name. — A.  James  Hay,  jr. 

Q.  You  are  a  son  of  Hon.  James  Hay,  a  Member  of  Congress? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Of  the  Eighth  Virginia  district?— A.  Seventh. 

Q.  Mr.  Hay,  do  you  know  Mr.  Webster,  who  was  on  the  stand  this 
morning? — A.  I  have  seen  him  in  Mr.  Lilley's  office. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  his  official  relation  to  Mr.  Lilley  is? — A. 
His  secretary. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  receive  from  him  any  matter  to  be  printed  in  the 
newspapers  connected  with  this  investigation  ? — A.  He  was  the  means 
of  my  getting  some  copies. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  the  committee,  pfease,  substantially  what  he  did?— 
A.  It  was  purely  a  matter  of  courtesy  of  Mr.  Lilley.  I  had  asked  him 
whenever  he  was  giving  out  anything  to  let  me  have  a  copy  of  it,  and 
on  this  particular  morning  I  "went  into  the  press  gallery,  and  the 
man  who  has  charge  of  it  told  me  to  call  up  Mr.  Webster.  Mr.  Web- 
ster, in  Mr.  Lilley  s  office,  had  left  word  for  me  to  call  him  up.  I 
called  him  on  the  phone,  and  somebody  answered  and  said  he  was 
Webster.  I  told  him  my  name  was  Hay,  and  I  represented  the  United 
Press  Association,  and  he  said  he  had  papers  he  thought  I  would  like 
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to  see,  and  I  told  him — I  was  in  a  hurry— I  would  send  a  boy  over. 
He  said  he  had  to  have  them  back  because  he  did  not  have  copies  of 
them.  I  went  over  after  them  myself,  and  Mr.  Webster  at  the  time 
was  not  in  the  room,  and  there  was  a  young  lady  there,  and  I  asked 
for  the  papers,  and  there  was  an  envelope  on  the  desk  addressed  to  the 
United  Press.  She  took  that  down  and  gave  it  to  me,  and  it  con- 
tained a  copy  of  some  affidavits.  I  am  not  sure  whether  they  were 
the  Butler  affidavits  or  whether  they  were  the  affidavits  made  by  two 
persons  about  money  being  paid  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to 
seamen  who  had  worked  on  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  boats.  It 
was  either  that  set  or  the  set  about  Butler's  fees,  and  I  took  them 
back  to  the  gallery  and  made  a  story  from  them  and  loaned  them 
to  two  or  three  other  men,  and  they  made  a  story  from  them,  and  I 
sent  them  back  that  afternoon.  I  think  they  were  tho  Butler  affi- 
davits. 
Q.  Is  that  all  that  transpired  ?— A.  That  is  all. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Did  you  get  some  other  sets  of  papers  from  him  at  other 
times? — A.  He  Tianded  me  one  or  two  papers  in  this  room  on  one 
or  two  occasions. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  what  they  were? — A.  As  I  said,  I  got  both  those 
sets  of  affidavits,  one  of  them  in  an  envelope,  and  then  he  handed 
me  the  other  set  one  day  here  and  said  he  had  submitted  them  as 
evidence  and  that  was  a  copy  that  I  could  use. 

Q.  Mr.  Webster? — A.  No;  Mr.  Lilley,  in  this  room. 

Q.  Did  you  get  any  other  papers  from  Mr.  Webster? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  get  any  information  from  him? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  extent  of  your  dealings  with  Mr.  Webster? — 
A.  No,  sir;  except  that  I  hrfd  seen  him  in  Mr.  Lilley 's  office. 

Q.  In  your  office? — A.  In  Mr.  Lilley's  office. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  him? — A.  No,  sir;  not  with  Mr.  Woj- 
ster. 

TESTIMONY  OF  BENJAMIN  WEBSTER— Recalled. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  You  testified  before  recess  to  having  written  two  resolutions  at 
the  same  time,  one  for  an  investigation  of  the  submarines  and  the 
other  with  reference  to  the  pending  motion  with  reference  to  navy- 
yards  and  their  investigation.    That  is  correct? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  prepared  them  at  the  same  time? — A.  Yes,  sir:  that  is, 
within  a  day  or  two;  matters  collected  practically  at  the  same  time. 

Q.  Wrote  them  on  the  same  machine  ? — A.  Y>s,  sir. 

Q.  Both  written  by  you  personally,  not  by  anybody  else? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  I  think  you  said  that  you  had  given  the  original  resolution 
about  the  navy-yards,  and  so  forth,  to  Mr.  Lilley,  and  he  has  used 
it  in  part  of  his  speech,  as  the  reason  that  you  had  to  make  another 
copy  from  the  record? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  We  find  that  your  memory  is  entirely  correct  in  that  regard,  and 
we  have  procured  here  the  original  manuscript  of  Mr.  Lilley  s  speech, 
and  I  wish  you  would  see  whether  the  resolution  is  there. — A.  This  is 
the  resolution  which  I  prepared  this  week. 
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Q.  When? — A.  I  think  it  was  on  Monday.  Mr.  Lilley  said  that 
it  had  not  gone  into  the  official  record  of  the  resolutions,  so  I  made 
this  copy  from  the  record. 

Q.  That  is  not  the  one  you  identified  this  morning;  that  is  the 
one  that  you  put  in  the  basket;  that  is  Mr.  Lilley 's  speech? — A. 
This  was  made  on  the  same  machine. 

Q.  That  is,  as  I  understand,  the  original  resolution  that  you  drew 
at  the  same  time  ? — A.  No ;  that  has  been  thrown  away  within  a  few 
days,  within  a  week.  This  is  on  the  machine  I  received  from  Wa- 
terbury.  This  is  hectograph  ink,  and  another  machine.  The  original 
resolution  I  handed  to  Mr.  Lilley.  Mr.  Lilley  must  have  taken  it 
with  him.  I  was  under  the  impression  that  it  was  on  the  same  ma- 
chine as  this  one. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  it  was  the  same  machine  as  that? — 
A.  This  was  made  on  a  different  machine. 

Q.  When  you  mention  "  that  "  you  refer  to  the  balance  of  his 
speech? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  quite  likely.  If  I  understand  you  correctly,  this  was 
prepared  to  put  into  the  basket  originally.  Is  that  the  paper?— 
A.  That  is  not  the  one  I  prepared  originally.  That  is  another  copy 
I  must  have  made  at  the  time. 

Q.  Then  where  is  the  original? — A.  We  had  a  large  demand  for 
them  from  newspaper  men.  It  must  have  been  handed  by  Mr.  Lil- 
ley to  them.  I  believe  Mr.  Hallam  said  he  did  not  have  a  copy  of 
the  resolution,  and  Mr.  Lilley  handed  him  one.  He  undoubtedly 
handed  that  original  to  him  and  had  me.  make  another. 

Q.  What  did  you  make  the  other  one  from? — A.  I  had  several 
carbon  copies  which  I  had  prepared  for  members  of  the  press. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that  oefore  the  speech  was  delivered  ? — A 
The  speech  was  delivered  on  Saturday*  that  was  either  Friday  or 
Saturday;  Thursday  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  This  seems  to  be  a  paper  made  to  put  in  the  basket.  It  is  in- 
dorsed '*  Joint  resolution  by  Mr.  Lilley,  of  Connecticut."  That  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  written  as  part  of  his  speech.  You  see  his 
speech  begins  "  Mr.  Speaker." — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  this  is  written  with  the  pen. — A.  As  I  understand,  Mr. 
Lilley  took  this  original  copy  and  undoubtedly  gave  it  to  one  of  those 
men  to  whom  I  haclgiven  a  copy  of  the  speech  without  the  resolution; 
one  of  the  newspaper  men  had  gotten  a  copy  of  the  speech  and  no 
copy  of  the  resolution. 

Q.  Where  would  Mr.  Lilley  get  anything  to  read  in  its  place  when 
he  made  his  speech? — A.  It  was  another  copy  of  the  resolution  which 
was  put  into  the  basket.  My  first  impression  was  that  that  was  it, 
because  it  was  made  on  the  same  machine  this  week. 

Q.  That  original  resolution  you  drew  somewhere  about  the  20th  of 
February  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  this  it? — A.  That  is  not  it;  no,  sir;  that  has  been  made 
within  a  week. 

Q.  That  is  the  joint  resolution  that  Mr.  Lilley  read  with  which 
he  prefaced  his  speech? — A.  That  is  undoubtedly  the  copy  he  used 
on  tne  floor  of  the  House.  That  is  not  the  one  I  originally  prepared  to 
go  with  this. 

Q.  When  you  say  with  this,  what  do  you  mean  ? — A.  To  introduce 
with  this. 
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Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  this? — A.  With  this  copy  of  his  speech. 

Q.  When  you  prepared  it  on  the  20th  of  February  you  did  not  pre- 
pare it  as  part  of  the  speech,  did  you ;  you  prepared  it  to  put  in  the 
basket  ? — A.  It  was  changed  before  I  prepared  it.  I  threw  away  that 
original,  probably.  I  believe  he  had  five  members  in  the  commission 
first,  and  changed  it,  reduced  it  to  three,  but  the  paper  he  had  with 
him  was  drawn  within  two  weeks.    This  was  a  copy  of  the  resolution. 

Q.  Then  what  became  of  the  original  resolution  ? — A.  The  original 
I  drew  at  that  time  we  changed  it  from  five  commissioners  to  three 
commissioners;  probably  threw  that  away  or  marked  it  over.  I  had 
about  fifteen  to  twenty  copies  for  newspaper  men. 

Q.  Then  you  say  tnat  this  copy  which  Mr.  Lilley  read  as  part  of 
his  speech A.  That  is  the  same  machine  as  that. 

Q.  I  understand ;  but  when  it  gets  into  the  record  and  you  say  that 
this  is  the  same  as  that,  nobody  will  understand. — A.  The  speech 
here  is  different  from  these  three  sheets.  These  were  all  made  on  the 
morning  he  made  his  speech,  as  I  remember  it,  and  originally  there 
was  a  newspaper  clipping  from  the  Tribune  pasted  on  another  sheet 
on  top  of  this.  He  had  me  copy  this  off  so  as  to  have  it  all  type- 
written and  mailed  together.  That  was  mailed  at  the  same  time  that 
that  was. 

Q.  Ton  mean  that  this  copy  of  the  joint  resolution  which  Mr. 
Lilley  read  as  part  of  his  speech  was  written  at  the  same  time  that 
the  rest  of  his  speech  was? — A.  I  mean  these  first  three  sheets  were 
written  on  the  morning  that  he  introduced  it,  owing  to  the  fact  that 
he  had  given  away  his  original  resolution  to  somebody,  some  news- 
paper man,  and  that  was  made  from  a  newspaper  clipping. 

Q.  Now,  the  third  sheet? — A.  Was  made  from  a  newspaper  clip- 

Q.  The  first  two  sheets  are  a  joint  resolution,  the  third  sheet  begins 
tt  In  view  of  the  fact  that  Admiral  Goodrich  has  been  appointed  to 
visit  all  the  navy-yards,"  etc.  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Those  three  sheets,  you  say,  were  written  on  the  new  machine  ? — 
A.  The  machine  which  came  from  Waterbury.  That  is  not  a  new 
machine ;  it  is  one  that  has  been  used. 

Q.  When  did  it  come  from  Waterbury? — A.  I  wrote  for  it  five 
or  six  weeks  ago ;  I  do  not  remember  the  exact  date. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  when  you  got  it? — A.  No,  sir;  it  came  within 
two  or  three  days  of  that  time. 

Q.  It  is  written  on  the  same  machine  as  the  speech? — A.  This  is 
another  machine. 

Q.  Which  you  got  from  Mr.  Browning? — A.  Came  from  Mr. 
Browning. 

Q.  That  is  a  different  machine  from  which  the  first  three  pages 
were  written  on  ? — A.  Yes,  sir ;  it  is  the  same  make  machine,  but  not 
the  same  machine. 

Q.  I  thought  I  understood  you  to  say  this  morning  the  paper  Mr. 
Lilley  read  was  the  original  resolution  Mr.  Lilley  prepared? — A. 
That" was  my  impression;  I  had  forgotten  about  his  giving  the  other 
away. 

Ql  You  do  not  know  to  whom  he  gave  the  other? — A.  Except  Mr. 
Hallan  had  been  given  a  copy  of  the  speech  without  a  copy  of  the 
resolution,  and  he  wanted  a  copy  of  the  resolution. 
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Q.  Then,  Mr.  Webster,  have  you  no  carbons  of  these  three  paces 
containing  the  joint  resolution  which  Mr.  Lilley  read  as  part  of  his 
speech? — A.  As  I  remember,  I  made  simply  the  single  copy  which 
he  wanted  that  morning  to  use  on  the  floor  from  carbons  which  I  had 
not  as  yet  given  out  to  newspaper  men. 

Q.  If  it  was  made  for  use  on  the  floor,  why  did  you  put  a  backing 
on  it  "  Introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley?" — A.  Introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  It  was  my  supposition  that  he  would  present  it;  that 
is,  it  would  have  gone  into  tne  basket  the  same  as  any  other  resolu- 
tion. 

Q.  From  what  did  you  copy  it? — A.  From  one  of  the  carbon  copies 
which  I  had  there. 

Q.  Where  is  the  carbon  copy  from  which  you  copied  it? — A.  It 
has  undoubtedly  been  given  to  one  of  the  newspaper  men.  Several 
of  them  came  in  at  that  time,  I  do  not  remember  who,  but  we  had 
eight  or  ten  of  them,  carbon  copies. 

Q.  Of  this  paper  that  you  wrote  for  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Of  the  orig- 
inal, which  he  has  evidently  riven  to  some  one  else;  I  don't  know  to 
whom ;  I  imagine  to  Mr.  Hfallan. 

Q.  If  he  had  riven  them  all  away,  from  what  did  you  make  a 
copy  ? — A.  Mr.  Hallan  did  not  see  Mr.  Lilley  at  the  office,  he  met  him 
somewhere  else,  and  Mr.  Lilley  had  a  copy  ox  that  speech,  as  I  remem- 
ber it,  and  a  copy  of  the  original  resolution  in  his  pocket,  and  I  do 
not  know  what  occurred,  but  he  asked  me  to  make  another  copy  of  the 
resolution  that  morning  when  he  came  in. 

Q.  After  you  had  given  away  the  last  copy? — A.  It  was  not  the 
last  copy;  it  was  the  only  copy  he  had  with  him. 

Q.  Why  was  it  necessary  to  make  the  other  to  be  used  in  his  speech 
if  you  had  other  carbon  copies  ? — A.  They  were  not  made  for  use  with 
his  speech.  They  had  corrections  on  them  and  he  wanted  to  have  a 
clear  copy  without  corrections  on  it. 

The  Chairman.  Are  you  ready  to  comply,  Mr.  Webster,  with  the 
request  for  the  copies  of  the  resolution  ? 

A.  I  found  none  at  all.  I  found  none  of  those  copies.  I  have 
looked  through  the  drawers  and  found  no  copies  of  resolutions  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  None  of  the  drafts  or  suggestions  of  the  first  two? 

A.  No,  sir ;  there  is  nothing  there.    I  had  not  taken  pains  to  copy  it 

The  Chairman.  Did  you  bring  your  notebooks? 

A.  Mr.  Lilley  has  those. 

The  Chairman.  You  found  some? 

A.  The  stenographer  down  there  had  found  two,  I  believe,  in  the 
desk  with  her  others.  She  had  several  others  in.  She  had  laid  them 
out  and  Mr.  Lilley  had  them  when  I  went  down.  They  were  note- 
books which  I  had  used  with  some  stenographic  notes. 

The  Chairman.  What  dates  were  in  ? 

A.  None  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  No  dates  or  memoranda? 

A.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Used  by  any  other  amanuensis  or  stenographer  but 
yours  ? 

A.  I  believe  one  of  them  had  some  stenographic  notes  in  of  a  fel- 
low who  came  in  of  a  couple  of  evenings  to  help  me  out  on  some  let- 
ters I  was  not  caught  up  on. 
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A.  That  was  before  the  employment  of  this  young  lady  as  stenog- 
rapher. 

The  Chaikmax.  Who  was  it  that  came  in  ? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  his  name.  I  got  hold  of  him  through  one 
of  the  business  colleges  by  telephone. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  all. 

Will  you  take  the  stand,  Mr.  Lilley  ? 

REPRESENTATIVE  GEORGE  L.  LILLEY— Recalled. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  have  you  any  additional  facts  within  your  own 
knowledge  or  information  concerning  anybody  else's  knowledge  that 
would  tend  to  establish  anyone  or  any  part  of  the  charges  made 
apinst  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  furnish  to  the  committee  ? — A. 
Why,  I  got  some  letters  from  various  people  who  claim  to  know  more 
or  less  about  the  Electric  and  Holland  Boat  companies.  I  have  not 
saved  verv  many  of  them.  A  good  many  were  anonymous,  and  some 
of  them  from  apparently  crazy  people,  and  I  had  one  or  two  from 
John  P.  Holland  that  I  presume  from  the  tone  of  the  letters  I  should 
think  perhaps  he  might  give  some  information.  I  would  like  to 
look  them  over  before  the  close  of  the  hearings  and  submit  them 
to  the  committee,  and  let  them  use  their  judgment  about  summoning 
them. 

Q.  Now,  have  you  anything  else? — A.  I  would  like  to  make  a 
statement  in  regard  to  the  testimony  that  I  have  listened  to  to-day, 
if  you  will  permit  me  to  do  so. 

Q.  Why,  yes;  the  fullest  opportunity;  there  will  be  no  limit  to  it, 
except  time,  and  we  will  not  cut  you  off.  Before  going  into  that, 
the  committee  would  like  to  be  advised  if  there  is  any  other  source 
of  information  in  your  possession  that,  if  the  committee  had  it,  it 
could  undertake  to  procure  the  testimony  suggested  by  any  informa- 
tion which  you  have? — A.  Well.  I  would  like  to  look  through  what 
correspondence  I  have  had  on  the  subject  and  refresh  my  memory, 
and  I  will  take  it  up  with  the  committee.  I  am  not  prepared  to  state 
at  this  moment  whether  I  would  advise  any  further  summoning  of 
witnesses,  if  you  ask  for  my  opinion,  but  I  will  do  so. 

Q.  We  want  your  information  and  we  want  your  opinion. — A. 
Very  well,  I  would  be  very  glad  to  meet  the  committee  and  give  it  to 
them. 

Q.  You  see  if  other  witnesses  are  suggested  and  are  to  be  sub- 
poenaed, the  more  time  we  have  to  do  it,  the  sooner  we  could  get 
them  before  us  is  the  point  about  that. — A.  I  am  desirous  of  assisting 
the  committee  in  any  way  that  I  can. 

Q.  We  are  desirous  cTf  haying  it  in  just  what  quantities  and  as 
rapidly  as  we  can  assimilate  it.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  committee  to 
hear  you  in  your  own  way  and  cover  any  matter  that  you  desire  to 
present  to  it. 

Senator  Thurston.  On  this  matter  of  witnesses,  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  they  have  not  already  been  summoned,  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  would  submit  to  the  committee  the  propriety  of  summoning 
Mr.  Flint  and  Mr.  Hugh  Grant  Brown,  or  whatever  his  name  is. 


1820  HEARINGS   ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288, 

The  Chairman.  I  thought  it  was  stated  in  open  committee  that 
Mr.  Berg,  Mr.  Flint,  and  Mr.  Hugh  Grant  Brown  were  subpoenaed 
several  days  ago. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  probably  did  not  catch  it. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  subpoenaed  to  appear  on  Monday.  Those 
are  all  that  we  have  that  have  not  been  heard  so  far,  and  the  com- 
mittee did  that  on  its  own  initiative.  We  thought  it  was  just  to  both 
parties. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  had  taken  it  for  granted  that  you  would 
subpoena  them. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  one  of  the  conflicts  of  testimony  in  this  case, 
and  the  committee  insists  upon  having  it  straightened  out,  if  human 
testimony  can  straighten  it  out,  and  all  three  of  them  have  been 
subuoenaed. 

The  Witness.  I  would  like  to  take  up  first  the  visit  of  Mr.  Neff, 
whose  name  I  have  become  quite  familiar  with,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  I  could  not  positively  state  whether  he  spelled  it  4ff  "  or  "  tn  "  at 
the  beginning  of  this  hearing.  I  never  charge  my  memory  with  men's 
names  who  come  to  me  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  my  action  in 
any  legislative  matters.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are  a  good  many 
Members  of  the  House  who  I  can  not  recall  by  name.  I  presume  the 
majority  of  them.  I  say,  "How  do  you  do?  "  to  them  every  day; 
I  do  not  think  I  have  the  happy  faculty  of  remembering  names, 
although  I  remember  faces  very  well. 

I  knew  whom  Mr.  Neff  had  represented  because  he  had  importuned 
me  here  in  previous  sessions  of  Congress.  I  have  apartments  at 
Hotel  Elkton  at  Waterbury,  and  when  people  call  to  see  me,  if  they 
are  people  I  want  to  spend  time  with  I  always  say,  "Send  them  up, 
but  when  this  card  came  I  was  going  out  and  I  am  not  quite  sure 
whether  1  was  going  out  of  the  hotel  or  going  to  attend  a  dinner 
party  in  the  hotel  that  night.  I  remember  very  well  I  did  not  want 
to  spend  much  time  with  him,  and  instead  of  having  him  sent  to  the 
room  I  went  down  to  him.  My  impression  was  we  did  not  sit  down. 
I  know  I  was  in  a  great  hurry,  and  told  him  so,  and  he  outlined  very 
briefly  what  his  mission  was,  that  he  thought  under  the  ruling  of  the 
Attorney-General  that  they  were  entitled  to  some  part  of  the  business. 
1  did  not  attend  the  trials  at  Newport  and  had  seen  no  report 
of  the  trials  at  Newport,  and  I  got  from  him  as  briefly  as  pos- 
sible just  what  he  wanted,  and  it  being  a  Connecticut  company  I 
assumed  that  he  thought  that  perhaps  it  was  my  duty  to  ask  the  Sec- 
retary to  withhold  his  letting  of  the  contracts  until  such  time  as  he  re- 
turned. I  think  that  was  his  purpose,  and  I  said  to  him — and  for  no 
other  reason  than  I  was  anxious  to  get  away  and  was  busy — "  You 
just  write  a  telegram  there,  such  as  you  think  covers  your  point" 
He  told  me,  in  effect,  what  he  wanted,  which  I  asked  him  to  put  on  a 
telegraph  blank,  and  he  did  so,  and  I  signed  it,  and  I  don't  know 
whether  he  sent  it  or  whether  I  sent  it,  but  I  know  I  got  away  by 
telling  him  that  I  would  see  him  the  following  morning.  My  im- 
pression is  he  wanted  me  to  write  a  letter  that  night,  but  I  did  not 
want  to  wait  to  do  it.     The  next  morning,  while  I  won't  be  absolutely 

Sositive,  my  impression  is  that  I  had  dictated  that  letter  before  Mr. 
eff  showed  up  at  the  office,  and  that  Mr.  Webster  had  brought  me  ; 
down  a  copy.     Perhaps  I  ought  not  to  say  dictated,  I  think  outlined  i 
would  be  a  better  word,  and  he  brought  the  copy  down  and  I  made 
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some  changes  in  it,  and  sent  it  back.  His  office  was  upstairs  in  my 
place  of  business,  and  when  I  am  home  I  am  pretty  busy  business- 
wise.  When  he  came  back  with  that  letter,  if  my  memory  serves  me 
right,  and  I  think  it  does,  Mr.  Neff  was  in  the  office  and  I  think  I 
handed  that  letter  to  him  there  and  asked  him  what  he  wanted,  and 
he  said  he  thought  it  was  a  very  good  letter,  or  words  to  that  effect, 
and  that  is  all  there  was  to  that  interview.  I  heard  Mr.  Neff  and  my 
secretary  make  some  talk  about  going  to  the  Georgetown  Law  School, 
possibly  I  said  that  Mr.  Webster  was  going  down  on  October  1  in 
order  to  attend  the  law  school,  and  he  said  that  he  would  be  very 
glad  to  do  anything  he  could  for  him  here  in  Washington  in  the  way 
of  showing  him  around  or  locating  him. 

I  do  not  just  recall  having  seen  Mr.  Neff  again  until  I  landed  here 
in  Washington  one  morning  with  Governor  Woodruff  and  a  party 
of  several  hundred  who  had  been  down  to  the  Jamestown  Fair  on 
Connecticut  Day.  I  believe  he  called  at  the  Raleigh  Hotel  where  our 
party  was  stopping.  The  next  time  I  saw  him  was  when  I  came 
down  here  in  the  winter  to  attend  the  sessions  of  Congress,  and  I  do 
not  recall  but  one  time  that  I  had  talk  with  him,  and  that  was  when 
he  asked  me  whether,  in  the  event  of  a  resolution  which  was  presented, 
if  I  would  offer  a  resolution  of  throwing  the  matter  open  to  competi- 
tion, and  I  said,  "  I  do  not  care  to  offer  any  resolutions  for  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company.  You  know  how  I  feel  about  submarines." 
And — yes,  I  think  that  there  was  one  other  occasion  he  asked  whether 
I  would  introduce  a  resolution  or  bill,  rather,  asking  an  appropria- 
tion of  $3,000,000  for  submarines,  and  I  declined  to  do  that.  I  am 
?|uite  sure  I  told  him  I  would  not  vote  for  a  $3,000,000  appropriation 
or  submarines,  and  I  did  not  believe  that  any  such  amount  would 
pass  the  committee.  He  afterwards  did  introduce  a  bill,  which  I 
think  called  for  $2,000,000,  but  that  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Sperry, 
of  Connecticut.  Some  time  during  the  Christmas  recess — I  am  quite 
sure  it  was  during  the  Christmas  recess,  although  I  am  not  positive 
on  dates,  I  have  not  charged  my  memory  at  all  with  that— I  got  a 
telegram  asking  me  to  meet  some  Connecticut  delegation,  a  delegation 
of  some  gentlemen  from  Bridgeport  on  a  certain  day.  I  paid  no 
attention  to  the  telegram,  but  I  understand  the  rest  of  the  delegation 
did  meet  here  and  had  a  luncheon  here  at  the  New  Willard,  and  I 
think  went  to  the  Department.  But  after  coming  back  here,  I  was 
telephoned  asking  if  I  would  come  to  Senator  Bulkeley's  office  at  3 
o'clock.  I  said  "  Yes ;"  and  I  went  over  there  and  found  some  mem- 
bers of  the  Connecticut  delegation,  and  I  do  not  recall  at  the  mo- 
ment who  or  ho\y  many. 

Q.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  Senator  Butler? — A.  Bulkeley. 
I  think  the  two  Senators  were  there,  and  one  or  two  members  of  Con- 
gress. They  wanted  to  know  whether  I  would  not  go  over  to  the 
Secretary's  office  in  regard  to  the  proposition  the  Lakes  made  to 
build  a  boat  on  their  own  account,  to  put  up  all  the  money  them- 
selves, and  after  its  completion  and  trials,  it  it  came  up  to  certain 
specifications  and  requirements  that  should  be  laid  down  by  the 
Department  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  that  they  should  buy  that 
boat.  I  understood  that  the  boat  had  got  to  be  superior  to  any  boat 
that  had  been  built,  and  I  thought  that  that  was  a  fair  proposition, 
nnd  my  colleagues  seemed  to  think  that  I  ought  to  accompany  the 
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delegation,  and  did  so.  I  was  not  the  spokesman  on  that  occasion. 
My  impression  is  that  I  had  nothing  to  say;  that  Senator  Bulkeley 
dicl  all  the  talking.  Between  the  time  that  Mr.  Neff  asked  me  t<j 
introduce  this  amendment — yes,  I  think  you  would  call  it  an  amend- 
ment— to  the  motion  that  was  to  be  presented,  which  I  understood 
was  coming  from  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  between  that  time 
and  the  time  that  I  introduced  my  resolution  f  am  not  positive  that 
I  saw  Mr.  Neff  at  all ;  there  seemed  to  be  no  one  connected  with  the 
Lake  Boat  Company.  He  may  have  come  to  me  after  the  boat  was 
done:  I  think  now  he  did.  and  I  would  say  it  was  the  same  day  that  I 
met  him  in  one  of  the  corridors  of  the  House  and  he  asked  me  in  what 
form  the  bill  had  passed,  and  I  told  him.  In  regard  to  introducing 
my  resolution  I  want  to  make  this  point  very  clear.  No  person  living 
connected  with  my  submarine  boat  company  or  any  other  kind  of  a 
boat  company  ever  had  any  talk  with  me  about  it  in  any  way,  shape, 
manner,  or  form,  nor  did  I  ever  tell  anyone  that  I  was  going 
to  introduce  that  resolution  except  three  or  four  members  01  the 
House.  I  judge  from  some  of  the  questions  that  have  been  asked 
here  that  there  may  have  been  an  impression  formed  in  the 
minds  of  the  committee  that  the  Lake  company  had  something 
to  do  with  the  introduction  of  that  resolution,  and  I  want  to 
say  that  no  person  connected  with  them  in  any  way.  shape,  or  form 
ever  had  the  slightest  information  from  me  or  intimation  from  me 
that  I  intended  to  introduce  such  resolution,  or  any  resolution,  in  fact. 
After  the  resolution  was  in  Mr.  Neff  came  to  see  me  two  or  three 
times,  and  I  gave  him  very  little  satisfaction.  I  told  him  that  I  thought 
I  had  sufficient  evidence,  or  could  procure  sufficient  evidence,  to  sub- 
stantiate the  charges  that  I  had  made.  He  suggested  or  asked  if  I 
would  not  like  to  meet  Senator  Thurston,  and  I  said  ;i  Yes,  if  he  can 
give  me  any  information,  or  if  you  can  give  me  any  information  I 
would  be  glad  to  have  it.??  Now,  at  the  beginning  of  these  hearings  I 
assumed  that  the  committee  would  b?  very  glad  to  have  me  assist  them 
in  any  way  I  possibly  could  in  securing  evidence  or  securing  wit- 
nesses or  submitting  questions,  and  therefore  I  believed  that  it  was 
in  line  with  assistance  to  this  committee  that  I  find  out  all  I  could 
from  whatever  source  I  could,  and  I  welcomed  any  suggestions  from 
Mr.  Neff  or  Senator  Thurston,  even  asked  if  it  was  not  proper  for 
me  to  retain  him  to  examine  and  cross-examine  witnesses.  He  advised 
me  to  get  counsel  from  home,  some  one  in  whom  I  had  confidence; 
that  he  could  not  accept  any  employment  from  me  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  he  was  representative  or  counsel  for  the  Lake  Boat  Com- 
pany. Any  information  or  suggestion  that  I  got  from  Senator 
Thurston  or  Mr.  Neff  I  welcomed,  as  I  would  have  welcomed  them 
from  any  source.  I  assumed  the  committee  would  be  equally  de- 
sirous, and  I  have  no  doubt  they  were  and  are,  to  obtain  information 
from  any  source. 

Q.  Speaking  for  myself  in  that  connection,  while  I  have  felt  abso- 
lutely confident  that  you  fired  the  gun,  I  thought  from  some  patches 
of  some  of  the  wadding  that  somebody  else  had  loaded  it,  and  my 
anxiety  has  been  to  discover  as  far  as  I  could  whether  the  character  of 
the  load  was  intended  to  discover  the  truth  or  to  conceal  some  other 
motive.  That  is  my  position. — A.  I  had  no  selfish  or  ulterior  motive 
in  introducing  my  resolution.     If  the  conditions,  so  far  as  these  two 
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boat  companies  are  concerned,  had  been  directly  reversed,  the  fact 
that  the  Lake  Boat  Company  was  a  Connecticut  company  would  not 
have  made  the  slightest  difference  to  me;  I  would  have  introduced 
#that  resolution  to  investigate  them  if  I  had  believed  that  they  were 
employing  the  same  methods  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company — that 
I  believed  they  were  employing,  I  would  have  drawn  the  resolution 
just  the  same.  I  simply  wanted  the  Government  to  get  the  very  best 
value  for  its  money  they  could  get,  just  the  same  as  I  want  a  private 
individual  or  corporation  to  get.  I  sincerely  believe,  and  do  now, 
that  there  is  a  very  handsome  profit  in  submarines  at  $475  a  ton,  as 
Admiral  Bowles  testified,  and  as  Admiral  Melville  testified — I  think 
his  price  was  $775 — and  as  Admiral  O'Neil  testified,  his  price  being 
about  $800.  I  believed  that  the  Government  was  paying  an  excess- 
ive price,  and  do  now.  I  believe  that  the  Government  has  paid 
$400,000  more  for  the  boats  that  it  now  owns  and  has  under  contract 
than  it  ought  to  have  paid,  and  I  believed  if  this  present  bill  went 
through  as  it  passed  the  committee,  appropriating  $3,500,000  for  eight 
boats,  that  they  would  have  paid  fully  a  million  and  jialf  dollars  more 
than  those  boats  could  be  contracted  for,  and  I  had  no  animus  what- 
ever in  introducing  that  resolution,  and  no  matter  what  any  person 
may  think,  I  was  actuated  by  the  highest  motives.  I  believed  that 
I  was  doing  my  duty  under  my  oath  of  office. 

Q.  Now,  if  it  does  not  interrupt  you,  it  is  material,  to  my  mind. 
The  charges  are  charges  essentially  of  fraudulent'  methods  on  the 
part  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  that  tended  to  corrupt  Congress 
to  legislate  in  their  favor,  and  while  you  have  said  several  times  in 
the  course  of  this  hearing  that  you  charged  no  particular  Member 
of  Congress  with  being  corrupted,  your  insistence  has  been  proof 
that  corrupt  methods  were  employed.  I  have  been  unable  in  my 
mind  to  separate  an  active  agency  of  corruption  directed  to  Congress 
and  Members  of  it,  and  still  f  urtner  specialized  by  the  Committee  on 
Naval  Affairs,  it  has  been  to  me  inconceivable  that  those  active  agen- 
cies of  corruption  should  have  been  in  operation  and  nobody  toward 
whom  they  were  directed  affected  by  it.  Therefore  I  would  like  for 
you  to  explain  to  the  committee  when  you  made  these  charges  before 
the  Rules  Committee  whether  you  had  the  proofs  then  in  your  pos- 
session and  at  your  hand  to  support  that  that  you  assured  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  that  you  had, 'and  to  separate  and  make  as  plain  as 
you  can  to  this  committee  what  you  had  of  your  own  knowledge  and 
what  you  had  on  other  sources  oi  information  distinct  from  what  you 
expected  to  get  from  the  Lake  Boat  Company.  I  would  like  to  know 
what  you  depended  on  to  prove  this  independent  of  the  Lake  Boat 
Company  and  how  much  you  expected  to  get  from  the  Lake  Boat 
Company  in  order  to  prove  it  at  the  time  the  charges  were  made. — 
A.  I  dia  not  expect  to  get  anything  at  the  time  from  the  Lake  Boat 
Company.  I  don't  know  even  whether  they  knew  the  things  that  I 
knew 

Q.  One  minute,  because  the  opportunity  for  cross-examination  may 
deprive  you  of  the  opportunity  to  answer  this.  It  has  appeared  in 
this  evidence  that  the  original  charge  submitted  by  you  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  was  prepared  by  Senator  Thurston,  the  attorney  for 
the  Lake  Boat  Company. — A.  Will  you  please  give  me  those  original 
charges.  [Charges  handed  to  the  witness.]  I  think  that  I  suggested 
most  of  these  things  to  Senator  Thurston  myself. 

33799— vol  2—08 19 


1324  HEARINGS   ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288. 

Q.  You  see  the  significance  of  calling  your  attention  to  the  fact 
that  at  the  very  outset  the  charges  themselves  were  drawn  by  the 
attorney  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company — A.  I  had  no  attorney  here. 
I  do  not  recall  that  Senator  Thurston  embodied  anything  here,  except 
my  ideas  and  suggestions.    I  do  not  see  here  the  charges  that  I  maae. 

Q.  See  page  14. 

The  Chairman.  The  whole  proceedings  of  the  Committee  on 
Rides  begin  at  the  top  of  page  4 ;  first  your  resolution  and  then  a  full 
account  of  the  Committee  on  Rules. 

The  Witness.  What  page? 

The  Chairman.  Reports  with  the  proceedings  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  including  your  authorized  interview  in  the  Post 
Go  from  page  4  to  page  13,  inclusive. 

The  Witness.  So  far  as  the  first  one  is  concerned  it  has  been  com- 
mon knowledge  that  they  have  employed  a  large  number  of  attorneys 
to  represent  them.  So  far  as  the  second  one  is  concerned  Mr.  Frost 
of  the  said  company  has  been  a  continuous  visitor  at  Washington 
during  Congressional  sessions,  and  that  he  has  spent  large  sums  of 
money  in  furnishing  entertainment  to  Members  of  Congress,  and  that 
his  expenditures  along  this  line  amount  to  thousands  of  dollars. 
That  has  been  common  knowledge.  Those,  I  did  not  have  to  have 
anybody's  advice  on  those.  The  amendment  and  the  resolutions  of- 
fered in  committee  I  knew  very  well  were  prepared,  or  believed  they 
were  prepared,  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  from  the  fact  that 
one  or  their  attorneys  handed  me  one,  Mr.  Kellogg,  which  he  has  testi- 
fied to.  That  these  resolutions  were  intended  to  destroy  competi- 
tion, that  was  apparent  to  anyone  that^sat  on  the  Naval  Committee. 
In  regard  to  the  contributions  to  campaign  funds,  why,  there  were 
several  rumors  of  that  abroad,  also,  and  that  is  why  I  said  that  an 
examination  of  ,the  books  and  the  records  of  the  company  and  its 
predecessors  would  show  it.  Now,  I  do  not  expect  those  books  will 
show  any  names  that  checks  were  drawn  for  campaign  funds,  but  I 
do  expect  that  there  will  be  some  such  fund  as  the  "yellow  dog" 
fund  in  the  New  York  insurance  company  investigations,  wherein 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Hamilton,  I  tlrink,  had  expended  a  very  large 
sum  of  money  for  which  no  accounting  has  been  made.  I  think 
the  books  will  show  that  there  was  a,  very  large  sum  of  money  ex- 
pended by  this  company;  I  haven't  any  doubt  of  it,  and  that  with 
the  newspaper  reports,  with  the  circulation  of  tinted  news,  some  one 
has  said,  that  has  been  in  the  hearing.  I  believed  that  if  I  did  not 
know  but  even  a  small  percentage  of  the  actual  things  that  these  peo- 
ple had  done,  such  as  hiring  attorneys  in  Congressional  districts  and 
saying  to  Members  that  they  had  influence  to  get  them  on  the  Naval 
Committee ;  if  I  did  not  know  but  a  small  percentage  of  all  the  things 
this  company  had  done,  when  I  was  to  give  evidence  of  all  they  had 
done,  it  permitted  them  to  cut  their  course  accordingly,  whereas  if 
they  had  come  on  in  the  order  I  asked  for  they  would  not  have  known 
what  I  knew  and  it  might  have  been  possible  to  have  brought 
something  out  from  the  officers  of  that  company. 

By  Mr.  Howard  : 
Q.  Now,  you  mean  by  that  to  say  that  the  testimony  that  has  been 
delivered  has  been  false  testimony? — A.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  any- 
thing about  it.    I  think  that  they  had  a  chance  to,  as  I  say,  cut  their 
course  accordingly,  according  to  my  knowledge. 
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Q.  Let  us  get  that  into  language  that  carries  but  one  meaning,  and 
that  a  common  one  to  everybody.  You  think  that  the  method  of  ex- 
amination has  facilitated  raise  swearing  on  the  part  of  the  witnesses 
in  avoiding  the  charges? — A.  I  think  it  was  unfortunate  in  my  dis- 
closing my  knowledge  to  them  before  they  were  summoned. 

Q.  Now,  then,  what  was  your  knowledge? — A.  I  have  expressed 
it  here. 

Q.  Let  us  distinguish  between  charge  and  proof. — A.  I  understand 
that  it  was  very  difficult  to  prove • 

Q.  One  moment.  Your  charges  were  made  public,  were  they  not, 
before  you  were  called  upon  to  name  or  call  a  witness  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  These  charges  were  measurably  specific,  were  they  not? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  That  is,  each  charged  some  distinct  thing,  and  in  language  ca- 
pable of  comprehension;  they  were  specific,  in  other  words.  Now, 
then,  can  you  point  where  any  evidence  that  you  had  or  any  witness 
who  was  called  first  or  by  reason  of  being  called  last  was  thereby 
able  to  conceal  the  tuth  and  not  be  discovered  or  contradicted  by  any- 
thing in  your  knowledge  or  by  any  power  in  the  committee  to  bring 
about  a  contradiction  ? — A.  Well,  I  would  not  discover,  perhaps,  what 
my  counsel  might  have  discovered.  I  do  not  make  any  pretense  to 
know  anything  about  law. 

Q.  As  a  question  of  fact  a  liar  is  not  confined  to  the  law.  You  are 
discussing  facts  which  are  absolutely  immaterial  about  the  forms  of 
law,  bear  no  relation  to  it  If  you  can  point  out,  now,  any  single 
instance  where  you  think  false  testimony  has  been  given,  and  that 
its  falsity  can  be  detected  by  reason  of  the  order  in  which  the  witness 
was  called  to  testify  or  the  manner  in  which  he  was  examined,  give 
us  an  opportunity  now  to  correct  it.— A.  I  am  not  criticising  the 
committee  in  the  "examination  of  its  witnesses. 

Q.  Nobody  has  got  their  feelings  in  this  now,  not  a  particle  of 
feeling;  there  is  no  resentment  in  any  of  these  questions,  not  the 

Sjhtesk— A.  I  understand  that,  Mr.  rfoward.  There  have  been  some 
davits  introduced,  I  think,  to  contradict  some  of  the  testimony, 
which  shows  that  some  of  the  testimony  given  is  not  in  accordance 
with  the  affidavits,  and  I  expect  to  present  some  others  before  the 
final  closing  that  I  think  will  controvert  some  of  the  testimony  from 
other  witnesses. 

Q.  Is  there  anything  else  on  the  line  of  evidence  that  you  want  to 
go  over  in  a  general  way.  I  do  not  want  to  be  understood  as  inter- 
rupting you  in  any  connected  narrative  that  you  want  to  make. — 
A.  Oh,  in  regard  to  this  newspaper  work.  I  want  to  make  this  state- 
ment to  the  committee,  that  in  the  committees  in  which  I  have  served 
and  in  the  House,  I  have  always  supposed  that  when  papers  were 
passed  in  they  were  public  property.  I  thought  that  laying  papers 
up  there  to  the  committee  was  the  same  as  reading  them  here.  I 
believed  that  when  those  papers  were  laid  in  was  equivalent  to  read- 
ing them.  I  might  have  taken  that  little  time  it  would  have  taken 
and  read  them.  Thinking,  then,  there  was  no  harm  in  giving  them 
to  the  press,  I  caused  those  copies  to  be  prepared  in  all  but  the  M.  C. 
Butler  instance.  In  that  I  reprimanded  my  secretary  for  giving  it 
out,  because  it  had  not  been  laid  on  the  table.  So  that  whatever  there 
is  there  is  on  me  and  not  on  Mr.  Webster,  except  as  regards  the  M.  C. 
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Butler  matter.  All  that  I  gave  out  was,  I  thought,  subject  to  release 
after  it  had  been  handed  to  the  committee.  I  did  not  know  that  the 
rules  here  were  any  different  from  what  they  were  over  in  the  House. 
I  do  not  recall  having  given  out  anything  at  all  to  be  released  after 
it  was  handed  in  to  the  committee,  and  so  far  as  the  resolutions  re- 
ferred to  here  were  concerned,  those  resolutions  were  framed  exactly 
as  Mr.  Webster  said.  I  asked  him  to  draw  up  those  resolutions,  and 
I  think  I  corrected  them  a  number  of  times  before  they  were  intro- 
duced, before  the  ones  on  the  navv-yards  were,  and  that  was  no  one's 
ideas  but  my  own.  That  dates  back  to  the  inspection  last  year  of 
yards  and  docks  on  the  Dolphin  by  the  Naval  Committee.  When 
we  finished  our  inspection  we  happened  to  land  at  Boston  and  I  hap- 
pened to  be  the  first  one  landed  and  there  was  a  reporter  of  the  Boston 
Globe  there.  I  then  gave  him  my  impressions  of  the  navy-yards  and 
naval  stations,  practically  embodied  what  I  stated  the  other  day  in  the 
House;  practically  covered  that  resolution — that  we  had  too  many 
and  some  of  them  useless,  owing  to  the  fact  that  they  could  not  get 
any  ships  to  them.  Nobody  had  anything  to  do  with  the  forming 
or  framing  of  those  resolutions.  I  don't  know  but  what  the  commit- 
tee gained  the  impression  that  I  took  Senator  Thurston's  or  some- 
body else's  advice  on  those.     I  had  not  consulted  with  them  at  all. 

Q.  That  was  a  mere  technical  fact,  if  it  was  proven  to  be  a  fact. 
It  is  not  a  significant  fact  that  the  committee  was  after.  In  that  con- 
nection I  ask  you  the  question:  The  fact  that  nobody  came  to  you 
and  asked  you  to  draw  this  resolution  in  this  inquiry,  nobody  urged 
you  or  telegraphed  you  or  elbowed  you  into  it  ? — A.  No  one  did. 

Q.  Or  by  any  system  of  telepathy  induced  you? — A.  No  one  did.  * 

Q.  Or  by  mental  suggestion  induced  you  to  do  that?  It  was  a 
matter  of  material  inquiry  as  to  whether  it  had  been  the  policy  of  the 
Lake  Torpedo  Boat  people  to  inaugurate  this  kind  of  an  investiga- 
tion; that  was  a  material  matter  of  inquiry,  not  whether  they  sug- 
gested it  to  you  at  this  moment  or  time,  but  it  is  a  part  and  in  keep- 
ing with  a  policy  of  the  company.  We  conceive  that  it  could  be  en- 
tirely possible  that  you  could  become  the  unconscious  agent.  Now, 
then,  in  that  connection,  have  you  any  knowledge  of  the  resolution 
introduced  into  the  general  assembly  of  Connecticut  seeking  to  in- 
struct the  Connecticut  delegation  in  Congress  to  bring  about  an  in- 
vestigation of  this  sort.  Have  you  ever  heard  it? — A.  Absolutely 
no  knowledge  whatever. 

Q.  Have  you  never  heard  of  it  ? — A.  I  never  heard  of  it  until  last 
night.  I  was  in  the  Connecticut  general  assembly  in  1901,  and  I  will 
say  to  this  committee  if  such  a  resolution  has  been  introduced  into  the 
general  assembly  and  been  passed  by  both  branches  and  signed  by  the 
governor  that  it  would  not  have  had  any  effect  on  my  position,  be- 
cause that  very  same  thing  happened  on  the  appropriation  to  the 
Jamestown  fair.  That  very  same  thing,  instructed  by  the  State 
legislature  and  the  resolutions  sent  to  me  with  the  governor's  signa- 
ture and  a  great  gold  seal,  and  I  voted  against  it  just  the  same,  and 
I  have  been  invited  this  session  of  Congress  to  use  my  influence  to 
have  the  Jamestown  Exposition  sold  to  the  Government  by  the  com- 
misioner  of  the  State  of  Connecticut.  I  said  to  him  practically 
what  I  said  to  Mr.  Ferris,  "  Do  you  want  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment to  buy  out  some  millions  of  dollars  of  something  they  do  not 
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need  in  order  that  Connecticut  may  sell  its  house,  its  property  down 
there  at  an  increased  price  of  possibly  some  $10,000?  "  That  was 
held  up  to  me  by  one  of  those  commissioners  as  a  reason  why  I  should 
vote  for  a  disposition  of  the  Jamestown  fair  grounds  to  the  Govern- 
ment, in  order  that  the  Connecticut  property,  the  Connecticut  build- 
ing, could  be  sold. 

Q.  And  you  resisted? — A.  That  is  my  reply  to  that. 

Q.  Your  capacity  of  resistance,  however,  often  demonstrated,  does 
not  affect  the  question  I  have  asked  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is  in  your 
knowledge  as  to  whether  or  not  it  has  been  the  policy  for  several  years 
of  the  Lake  boat  people  to  bring  about  this  investigation,  not  through 
you,  but  to  have  it  done? — A.  I  know  there  has  been  a  feeling  among 
the  Lake  boat  people  that  they  have  not  had  a  square  deal  down  here, 
bnt  I  have  never  personally  expressed  the  opinion,  at  least  I  have  no 
recollection  of  having  ever  done  so,  that  they  were  not  having  a  square 
deal.  I  have  undoubtedly  said  that  I  want  all  companies  to  have 
fair  play,  and  that  all  the  business  should  be  open  to  competition* 
and  that  all  the  business  should  be  left  in  the  Department,  where  I 
believe  it  belongs.  I  have  heard  the  Lake  people  have  complained 
of  treatment.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  whether  there  is  any  grounds 
for  those  complaints.  I  believe  now  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company, 
in  the  competitive  trials  at  Newport  last  year,  produced  a  better  Boat, 
and  won  out,  but  I  do  not  concede  it  to  have  been  a  better  boat  than 
one  can  be  built.    I  believe  either  can  build  a  far  better  boat. 

Q.  If  the  Lake  people  conceived  it  desirable  to  institute  this  in- 
vestigation, would  that  differ  in  conclusion  from  the  one  you  reached 
in  respect  to  the  same  matter? — A.  If  the  Lake  people  had  come  to 
me,  to  use  me  as  an  instrument  to  start  this  investigation,  I  would 
never  have  touched  it. 

Q.  Why,  isn't  the  investigation,  in  your  judgment,  proper?  Was 
it  when  you  undertook  it  proper? — A.  It  was  proper  tor  me  to  under- 
take it,  but  it  was  not  proper  for  me  to  undertake  it  at  the  instiga- 
tion of  a  boat  company,  and  I  would  not  have  done  it  at  the  instiga- 
tion of  any  competitor. 

Q.  Proper  in  itself  to  do  it,  yet  improper  to  do  it  because  persons 
interestea  in  the  result  suggested  it? — A.  I  have  answered  that  ques- 
tion. 

Q.  And  that  is  your  view  of  it? — A.  That  is  my  view  of  it. 

Q.  But  if  it  is  a  proper  thing  to  do  by  you  it  would  not  have  been 
an  improper  thing  to  have  wanted  to  have  done  it  in  other  people? — 
A.  I  ao  not  know  that  it  would  be  an  improper  thing  for  me  to  have 
offered  their  motion  when  the  motion  came  before  the  committee  as 
a  substitute,  but  I  would  not  do  it.  I  don't  know  but  what  it  would 
have  been  a  proper  thing  for  me  to  have  introduced  the  bill  asking  an 
appropriation  for  submarines,  which  Mr.  Sperry  afterwards  intro- 
duced, but  I  would  not  do  it. 

Q.  t)o  you  mean  to  say  you  refused  to  go  to  the  banquet  which  Mr. 
Lake  gave? — A.  I  did  not  go. 

Q.  Did  you  refuse  to  go  because  of  the  place  and  the  purpose  of 
it? — A.  No,  sir;  not  on  that  account. 

Q.  Then  I  have  no  further  questions  to  ask  about  the  reasons.  Did 
you  decline  or  refuse  to  go  to  the  Navy  Department  with  the  Con- 
necticut delegation  because  of  the  place  or  because  of  the  people  who 
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went  there? — A.  No;  I  went  with  the  delegation.  I  should  probably 
go  with  the  Connecticut  delegation  to  any  Department  on  anything 
that  was  concerning  Connecticut  business. 

Q.  Did  you  regard  the  letter  which  you  wrote  and  the  telegram 
which  you  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  an  improper  act  on  your 
part? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  not  moved  to  do  that  by  the  attorney  or  the  agent  of 
the  Lake  boat  people?— A.  I  was  moved  to  do  that  because  I  was  in 
favor  of  open  competition  in  order  that  the  Government  might  get 
the  very  best  possible  value  for  its  money. 

Q.  Well,  I  understand  that.  If  the  Lake  people  furnished  that  best 
thing  and  made  the  sensible  contract,  they  would  have  had  a  profit, 

Sresumably  reasonable,  and  if  a  profit  they  would  have  been  bene- 
ted,  would  they  not? — A.  If  the  profit  was  not  excessive 

Q.  I  say  reasonable. — A.  Or  an  undue  profit. 

Q.  A  reasonable  profit  they  would  have  been  benefited? — A.  Sim- 
ply the  question  resolves  down,  then,  to  what  a  reasonable  profit  is. 

Q.  Is  that  the  basis  of  decision  on  your  part  that  aetermines 

whether  you  will  aid  these  people  as  your  constituents  or  whether 

to  stand  aloof  from  them? — A.  If  these  people  as  my  constituents 

*  are  following  a  proper  course  and  are  giving  the  Government  value 

received,  certainly. 

Q.  Were  you  familiar,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  with  the  things 
that  have  been  proven  since  this  investigation  was  begun  that  were 
done  by  the  Lake  boat  people  to  secure  business  with  the  United 
States  Government? — A.  Since  this  investigation  began? 

Q.  Proven  in  this  investigation;  had  you  knowledge  of  those 
things? — A.  You  mean  the  contract  for  the'one  boat? 

Q.  No ;  let  us  go  over  it.  Did  you  have  knowledge  before  this  in- 
vestigation was  begun  that  the  Lake  Boat  people  had  lawyers  em- 
ployed in  the  city  of  Washington  and  other  places  to  represent  their 
interests  here  ? — A.  I  knew  it  had  one  lawyer  employed  nere. 

Q.  Did  you  know  who  he  was  ? — A.  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  A  host  in  himself,  wasn't  he  ?  We  will  not  quibble  about  that, 
the  Senator's  reputation. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  will  admit  that  they  did  not  need  another 
here. 

Q.  They  had  other  agents  here? — A.  One. 

Q.  Now,  then,  were  you  aware  of  the  efforts  of  these  agents  in  mat- 
ters of  publicity,  having  publications  in  the  interests  of  the  Lake 
Boat  people? — A.  No,  sir;  I  was  not. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  articles  written  by  Mr.  Skerrett  in  the  Scien- 
tific American? — A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  them  ? — A.  I  have  not,  except  that  someone  held 
one  up  the  other  day. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  seen  articles  written  in  Harper's  Weekly?— 
A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  seen  articles  in  the  Army  and  Navy  Journal?— 
A.  I  have  never  seen  any  article  in  the  Army  and  Navy  Journal. 

Q.  The  Army  Register  ? — A.  No ;  I  have  seen  copies  of  that,  but 
I  did  not  know  who  wrote  them. 

Q.  Then  you  mean  to  say  that  you  had  no  knowledge  that  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company  has  for  a  series  of  years  procured  to  be  pub- . 
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lished,  paid  for  the  publication,  of  articles  in  journals  in  Europe  and 
America? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Setting  forth  the  advantages  of  its  boats,  its  inventions  to  the 
different  nations,  you  knew  nothing  about  that? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did 
not 

Q.  Is  that  or  is  not  that  similar  in  character  with  one  of  the  charges 
you  have  made  as  evidence  of  undue  influence  of  legislation  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  it  not  true  that  one  of  the  charges  you  have,  or  offered  proof, 
of  reprehensible  methods  you  charged  against  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  the  fact  of  the  attorneys  they  had  and  the  number  of  them, 
and  where  they  were  engaged,  and  the  number  of  attorneys  the  Elec- 
tric Boat  people  have  employed  and  the  places  where  they  are  en- 
gaged?— A.  Where  I  said  yes,  sir,  a  moment  ago;  that  is,  if  that  is 
true,  I  do  not  know  now  that  the  Lake  Boat  people  have  done  those 
things — if  true. 

Q.  Now,  you  make  that  answer  without  reference  to  the  quality  in 
this  matter,  without  reference  to  the  quality  of  these  publications? — 
A  I  have  not  seen  the  publications.  It  depends  upon  the  character 
of  the  publications. 

Q.  Of  course  it  does. — A.  I  have  not  seen  them. 

Q.  If  the  publication  is  clean,  if  the  publication  is  fair,  if  the  pub- 
lication is  an  effort  to  communicate  from  one  intelligent  mind  to 
another  intelligent  mind,  how  can  it  become  a  means  of  corruption 
or  constitute  a  reprehensible  practice? — A.  It  can  not;  if  they  are 
clean  and  correct. 

Q.  Now,  going  into  the  matter  of  contracts  and  character  of  serv- 
ices of  attorneys  emploved  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  can  you 
cite  now  as  evidence  of  its  reprehensible  methods  that  the  employ- 
ment of  attorneys,  too  many  in  your  judgment,  that  they  are  possibly 
too  numerously  distributed  in  your  judgment  for  honest  attorneys' 
work — you  have  enumerated  those  things?  Now,  have  you  exam- 
ined the  proofs  that  we  have  been  able  to  gather  in  support  of  those 
things? — A.  Well,  I  have  not  examined  all  of  the  evidence,  if  that 
is  what  you  mean  ? 

Q.  That  is  what  I  mean. — A.  I  have  not  examined  it  all. 

Q.  Have  you  any  additional  evidence  to  support  any  of  those  mat- 
ters ? — A.  I  think  I  handed  the  committee  names  of  some  more  attor- 
neys that  they  failed  to  get. 

Q.  That  would  not  go  particularly  to  the  character  of  work  of 
those  whose  names  were  accounted  for ;  that  would  simply  go  to  swell 
the  list  of  attorneys? — A.  I  do  not  think  it  is  right  for  them  to  em- 
ploy any  such  army  of  attorneys  to  secure  legislation.  I  think  if 
thev  have  got  goods  to  sell  they  ought  to  stand  on  their  merits. 

<&  Have  you  drawn  out  of  the  evidence  as  we  have  had  it,  have 
}'ou  drawn  the  distinction  between  attorneys  that  were  employed 
eight  years  ago  and  dropped  from  the  service,  six  years  ago  and 
dropped  from  the  service,  employed  four  years  ago  and  dropped  from 
the  service,  and  tried  the  Electric  Boat  Company  by  the  number  of 
attorneys  now  in  its  service,  or  rather  by  the  aggregate  of  all  attor- 
neys who  have  been  employed  by  it  for  ten  years?— A.  My  resolution 
was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  going  back  ten  years  or  more. 

Q.  Have  you  kept  up  with  that  evidence?— A.  I  can  not  say  that 
I  have,  Mr.  Howard. 
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Q,  lam  asking  you  this  in  this  way  for  the  purpose  of  getting  any 
additional  fact  or  evidence,  or  suggestion  of  evidence,  before  we  close 
this  hearing. — A.  Is  that  a  question? 

Q.  That  is  the  suggestion,  the  question  is,  Do  you  know  anything 
else  in  addition  to  what  has  been  proven ;  do  you  know  any  witnesses 
other  than  those  you  furnished  that  would  tend  to  show  that  the  at- 
torneys employee!  by  this  corporation  have  by  reason  of  their  acts 
tended  to  corrupt  or  attempted  to  corrupt  or  coerce  or  compel  legis- 
lation in  their  acts? — A.  Not  of  my  own  knowledge. 

Q.  Now,  is  there  anybody  else  who  has  got  any  knowledge? — A.  I 
have  an  affidavit  that  I  will  introduce  that  will  add  something  to  the 
testimony  already  presented. 

Q.  In  that  line?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Is  it  of  a  person  that  this  committee  could  reach  by  subpoena? — 
A.  I  gave  the  name  to  the  committee  some  time  ago  and  could  not 
locate  him.    It  was  Henry  Catlin. 

Q.  Have  you  been  able  to  locate  him? — A.  No;  it  was  when  the 
Holland  boat  was  down  the  river,  sowewhere  in  1900  or  1902 — 1900, 1 
think. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  the  evidence  of  that  down-the-river  matter? — 
A.  This  controverts  that  evidence  somewhat. 

Q.  Were  you  familiar  with  the  efforts  of  the  Holland  boat  people 
to  display  their  submarine  boat — not  the  Holland,  the  Lake? — A. 
The  Lake  Company  invited  members  of  the  Naval  Committee  to  go  to 
Bridgeport  and  see  their  boat,  I  think  it  was  a  year  or  more  ago,  and 
I  supposed  that  quite  a  number  of  the  committee  were  going  for  that 
purpose,  a  trip  of  education  and  not  of  pleasure,  because  I  remember 
very  well  that  I  was  busy  and  did  not  want  to  go  at  all,  but  I  did  go 
down,  and  I  met  there  only  one  other  member  of  the  committee,  and 
when  we  got  out  in  the  sound  some  miles,  and  I  think  no  sails  in  sight, 
we  were  invited  down  into  the  cabin,  and  my  colleague  expressed  some 
surprise  and  was  somewhat  disturbed  when  we  found  that  we  were 
submerging,  but  we  went  down  in  the  Lake  Boat,  and  I  was  mighty 
glad  to  get  up. 

Q.  Were  you  entertained  with  any  refreshments  of  any  kind?— 
A.  I  had  some  boiled  potatoes  and  rice  and  beef. 

Q.  And  some  coffee  ? — A.  I  think  so.  They  wanted  to  show  us  that 
thev  could  cook  on  that  boat. 

0.  Kid  you  partake  of  it  ? — A.  My  appetite  was  not  any  too  good, 
to  be  frank.  I  wanted  to  get  up  to  the  top  of  the  water;  I  presume  I 
did;  yes,  I  took  some  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  any  other  persons  who  have  been  entertained  on 
the  invitation  of  the  Lake  people  on  the  Lake  boat? — A.  I  only  know 
of  one. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  invited  others  and  many  others  than 
accepted? — A.  I  understood  that  they  invited  the  Naval  Committee. 
My  impression  was  that  they  invited  the  whole  committee,  but  I  am 
not  sure  of  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  not  sure  of  my  own  knowl- 
edge that  they  invited  anybody  except  me,  but  I  met  one  of  my  col- 
leagues of  the  Naval  Committee  there. 

Q.  Why  did  you  make  that  experiment? — A.  I  did  it  because  I 
thought  it  was  a  duty,  because  of  the  fact  that  I  was  on  the  Naval 
Committee,  to  know  something  about  the  things  that  we  were  appro- 
priating money  to  purchase. 
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Q.  If  you  had  been  given  an  elegant  lunch  and  had  been  given  a 
drink  of  liquor  of  your  own  choice  on  the  occasion  of  your  going 
down,  would  it  have  changed  the  serious  purpose  for  which  you 
went  there? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Would  it  have  been  likely  to  have  affected  your  judgment  as 
to  what  you,  as  a  Member  of  Congress,  should  have  done  after  you 
got  back  up  f — A.  I  don't  think  it  would. 

Q.  If  Congress  was  a  thing  to  have  been  influenced — and  I  mean 
influenced  or  instructed  as  to  what  this  submersible  thing  was — if 
Congress  was  a  body  of  men  to  have  been  instructed  upon  what  the 
submarine  was  and  what  it  would  accomplish,  in  view  of  Govern- 
ment probable  use  of  a  submarine,  and  all  of  Congress  had  been  in- 
vited and  all  of  Congress  had  accepted,  and  all  of  Congress  had  gone 
down,  and  all  of  them  had  accepted  and  gone  down  for  the  serious 
purpose  of  understanding  what  it  was  that  a  submarine  boat  could 
accomplish,  would  the  fact  that  all  of  them  went  change  the  serious 
moral  quality  of  the  act  of  going  down  there? — A.  I  don't  think  it 
would,  unless  the  entertainment  had  been  too  lavish. 

Q.  If  the  entertainment  then  furnished  to  all  rather  than  to  one 
had  consisted  of  bread,  meat,  and  wine,  would  it  have  been  any  more 
wrong  for  the  whole  Congress  than  it  would  have  been  for  one  man 
in  Congress  to  have  partaken  of  it? — A.  The  same  answer. 

Q.  What  is  that? — A.  I  don't  think  it  would,  if  it  had  not  been  too 
lavish. 

Q.  Do  you  mean,  or  do  I  understand  you  to  mean,  that  by  being 
too  lavish  it  was  possible  for  a  man  to  have  had  his  judgment  af- 
fected by  eating  or  drinking  to  excess  of  that  favor  shown  him  of  a 
free  lunch,  including  a  free  drink,  so  that  it  would  have  lasted  him 
iratil  he  got  back  to  Congress,  and  would  have  biased  his  judgment 
in  favor  of  an  appropriation  for  submarines,  without  which  he  would 
not  have  favored  it? — A.  I  should  hope  not,  if  it  were  not  too  often 
repeated.  We  can  conceive  a  mai\  who  gives  lavish  entertainments 
and  invites  people  to  them,  not  once,  Tnit  on  occasions,  that  there 
might  grow  up  a  sort  of  friendly  feeling  there  that  perhaps  would 
unconsciously  affect  his  opinion  somewhat. 

Q.  You  are  by  no  means  wrong  about  that.  The  Arabs  have  that 
same  idea,  that  if  they  can  get  a  person  to  partake  of  their  salt  they 
can  always  count  on  their  friendship.  If  that  operates  very  gen- 
erally, did  it  operate  on  you? — A.  No;  I  did  not  have  any  better 
opinion  when  I  came  up  and  went  home  of  submarine  boats  than  I 
did  before  I  went  down. 

Q.  Let  us  pass  on  to  another  phase  of  this  particular  language  in 
this  charge  of  yours.  Is  it  not  your  opinion  that  if  the  Lake  people 
had  made  their  exhibits  in  the  Potomac  instead  of  at  Newport,  and 
had  done  it  at  a  time  when  Congress  was  in  session,  they  would  prob- 
ably have  gotten  a  greater  number  of  persons  to  go  down  in  their 
boat? — A.  Very  likely. 

Q.  If,  then,  the  Holland  people  brought  their  boat  down  into  the 
Potomac  and  kept  it  here  and  made  repeated  exhibits,  and  did  so  on 
the  idea  that  some  Members  of  Congress  would  go  down  on  this  trip, 
and  others  go  down  next  week  on  another  trip,  and  still  others  and 
others,  and  in  the  course  of  a  month  or  six  weeks  numbers  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  would  have  gone  down  in  their  boat,  it  would  have 
generally  circulated  an  idea  of  what  submarines  were? — A.  A  rea- 
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sonable  extent  could  not  be  objected  to,  but  I  have  an  affidavit  from 
a  lawyer,  who  was  told  by  another  lawyer,  that  that  campaign  that* 
year  the  company  spent  $75,000  for.  I  would  think  that  would  b* 
excessive.  A  reasonable  and  proper  expenditure  in  showing  their 
goods  I  would  not  object  to. 

Q.  Now,  then,  we  want  additional  proof  on  that  point.  Do  yo* 
have  it? — A.  I  will  hand  it  in  to  you. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  you  knew  nothing  of  the  purpose  of  these 
Lake  people  to  instigate  this  investigation,  that  so  far  as  you  know: 
and  so  far  as  you  have  heard  you  knew  nothing  of  any  purpose  of 
theirs,  and  that  you  reached  your  conclusions  in  your  own  time  and  in 
your  own  way,  and  acted  on  your  own  initiative  in  doing  it? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Is  it  not  true  that  you  consulted  with  Lake  boat  counsel? — 
A.  Absolutely  not. 

Q.  Is  it  not  true  that  you  drew  on  Lake  boat  resources  for  infor- 
mation?— A.  Do  you  mean  in  introducing  my  resolution? 

Q.  For  the  purpose  of  supporting  your  resolution? — A.  After  it 
was  in  ? 

Q.  After  it  was  in. — A.  I  beg  your  pardon ;  I  want  to  correct  that 
last  answer.  After  the  resolution  I  drew  from  every  source  obtain- 
able, and  I  am  still  drawing. 

Q.  From  every  source  obtainable? — A.  Yes,  and  I  am  doing  it  to 
help  the  committee  get  all  the  evidence  that  can  be  obtained. 

Q.  Now,  that  being  true,  are  you  satisfied  that  you  have  exhausted 
all  sources  of  evidence,  including  all  that  the  Lake  people  themselves 
have?  You  are  friendly  to  them,  are  you  not? — A.  I  am  friendly  to 
every  man  and  every  company.  I  have  not  a  grudge  against  any  man 
living. 

Q.  Perhaps  I  have  used  "  friendly  "  at  a  wrong  time  and  in  a  wrong 
way.  There  is  no  element  of  estrangement  between  you  and  the 
individuals  that  compose  the  Lake  boat  corporation  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  free  to  approach  them  in  any  honorable  way? — A.  Or 
any  other  company. 

Q.  And  they  are  free  to  approach  you  ? — A.  I  am  perfectly  free  to 
say  that  I  am  disposed  to  listen  to  any  company  or  its  officers, 
whether  it  be  the  Lake  or  the  Berger,  and  there  is  a  new  company 
that  to  my  mind  have  got  a  better  boat  than  any  of  .them  down  here 
now  in  the  navy-yard  experimenting.  It  is  Casey,  of  Colorado,  he  is 
the  inventor — some  of  Mr.  Bonynge's  constituents.  I  believe  it  is 
the  coming  submarine.  I  have  no  personal  feeling  against  the  Elec- 
tric or  Holland  people,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  I  have  been  told 
that  some  of  the  officers  of  the  company  have  said  that  Hobson  and  I 
were  blackmailers. 

Q.  I  believe  there  are  indiscreet  people  there,  as  there  are  every- 
where, but  we  will  go  on  with  this  matter.  Are  you  willing  to  use 
your  good  offices  with  the  Lake  boat  officers  to  procure  from  them,  in 
addition  to  what  has  already  been  produced  and  proven  in  this  investi- 
gation, any  fact  or  facts  that  would  tend  to  show  the  truth  of  any  one 
or  all  of  your  charges? — A.  I  am  willing  to  use  my  good  offices  to 
obtain  information  from  any  source,  whether  it  be 

Q.  But  particularly. — A.  There  is  no  particularly  about  it  with 
me.    Wherever  it  may  come  from. 
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Q.  Let  me  make  plain  to  you  why  I  say  "  particularly."  I  ask  you 
whether  or  not,  in  your  quest  for  proof  of  these  charges,  you  have  not 
found  the  most  prolific  source  of  it  in  the  bosom  of  the  Lake  Boat 
Company? — A.  No,  I  can't  say  that.  I  have  got  more  information 
from  them  outside  of  my  own  knowledge  than  I  have  got  from  any 
other  source. 

Q.  And  have  you  any  particular  reason  to  account  for  that? — A. 
Well,  I  do  not  care  to  speculate  on  that.  I  presume  the  Lake  boat 
people  could  testify  to  that.    * 

Q.  Let  us  get  bold.  You  are  a  very  bold  man.  Don't  you  think, 
because  they  are  rivals,  and  each  watches  the  other  and  very  closely, 
and  if  either  had  found  a  defect  in  the  other  they  remember  it  and 
cherish  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Therefore  there  is  nothing  particularly  bold  in  one  making  a 
fire  against  the  other.  Consequently  you  have  found  the  Lake  boat 
people  the  most  prolific  source  of  testimony  in  this  case,  outside  of 
your  own  sources  ? — A.  I  would  not  say  I  have  found  it.  I  would  say 
that  the  committee  has  found  it.  Whateyer  I  have  done  along  this 
line  has  been  in  the  interest  of  the  committee,  for  the  purpose  of 
helping  the  committee  to  procure  all  evidence  that  could  be  procured. 

Q.  We  are  not  going  to  let  our  personal  vanity  make  any  claims  at 
all  about  it.  We  are  willing  you  shall  have  it,  and  we  will  have  it, 
lot  assuming  that  the  most  of  it  has  come  from  the  Lake  boat  people, 
now,  if  you  will  exercise  your  good  offices  with  those  people  to  induce 
them  to  give  us  more,  and  I  ask  that  because  of  the  testimony  of  the 
officers  of  the  Lake  boat  people,  that  thev  did  not  desire  this  investi- 
gation  A.  I  think  it  would  be  better  for  the  committee  to  use  their 

good  offices  to  get  more,  if  they  can. 

Q.  The  committee  have  exhausted  themselves  and  hope  that  some 
kind  word  from  some  sympathetic  and  just  friend  might  facilitate  the 
farther  development  of  tne  truth. — A.  I  shall  be  glad  to  assist  the 
committee  in  getting  anything  further  that  I  can  out  of  the  Lake  boat 
people  or  anybody  else.     I  am  here  for  that  purpose. 

Q.  We  are  glad  to  have  this  mutual  exchange  of  confidences  and 
information.  We  have  not  been  investigating  Mr.  Lilley,  nor  have 
we  been  investigating  the  Lake  Company,  except  as  a  fruitful  source 
of  information  against  the  Electric  Boat  Company. — A.  I  certainly 
have  not  made  that  charge. 

Q.  No,  but  your  secretary,  who  was  here  this  morning  and  testified, 
testified  somewhat  to  that  effect. — A.  I  do  not  claim  to  do  responsible 
for  any  expression  of  opinions  from  my  secretary. 

Q.  We  can  assure  you  now  that  the  good  work  is  going  on,  and  we 
are  only  asking  your  full  cooperation.  In  the  firm  of  Lilley,  Swift 
A  Co.  is  there  any  member  of  that  firm  interested  in  the  Lake  torpedo 
boats? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  stockholders  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Com- 
pany?— A.  I  do  not. 

(j.  Do  you  know  the  directors  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  any  of  them  live? — A.  I  supposed  J.  C. 
Lake  lived  in  Bridgeport,  and  was  one  of  my  constituents,  but  I  found 
out  he  lived  in  Rutherford,  N.  J. 

Q.  He  explained  that  that  was  a  legal  residence,  and  when  he 
wants  to  enjoy  himself  he  comes  to  Bridgeport? — A.  I  really  do  not 
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know  whether  Simon  Lake  claims  Bridgeport  as  his  residence  or  not 
I  assume  that  he  is  a  director,  but  of  my  own  knowledge  I  do  no 
know  that  either  of  them  are  directors. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  any  director  except  Lake? — A.  I  do  no 
know  that  he  is.  I  assume  that  he  is.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  he  i 
president  of  the  company.  And  I  assume  he  would  have  to  be  a  di 
rector.  And  I  have  heard  him  testify  that  he  owned  the  majority 
of  the  stock,  but  I  do  not  know  of  my  own  knowledge  of  a  stock 
holder  in  the  Lake  Company.  All  I  know  is  what  I  heard  Mr.  Lak 
say  the  other  day. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  or  read  over  this  testimony  that  the  Singe 
Manufacturing  Company  was  a  stockholder? — A.  No,  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  any  relation  with  any  of  the  Singer  Manufacturing 
Company? — A.  No,  sir.  I  do  not  own  stock;  there  is  none  owned  ii 
my  family  of  any  corporation  except  the  one  I  am  interested  in. 

Q.  Is  there  any  additional  statement  that  we  have  not  asked  yoi 
about  that  you  want  to  make  that  would  tend  to  clear  the  groum 
entirely  around  you  ? — A.  I  don't  think  there  is  any. 

Q.  So  that  if  any  fire  gets  out  it  won't  get  to  you  at  all,  it  wil 
iust  make  kind  of  a  clean-swept  fire  belt  around  you.  You  are  re 
lated  to  nobody  in  the  Lake  company? — A.  Not  in  any  way,  shape 
manner,  or  form. 

Q.  Neither  by  blood,  marriage,  natural  interest,  future  prospects 
political  affiliations,  or  ambition? — A.  No,  sir;  I  am  in  no  way, 
shape,  manner,  or  form  connected,  or  is  my  family. 

Q.  Does  your  political  ambition  in  any  wise  relate  you  to  the  inter- 
ests  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  induce  you  to  feel  an  interest  in  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boal 
Company? — A.  No,  sir;  absolutely  not. 

Q.  None  whatever? — A.  None  whatever,  and  my  political  ambi- 
tions do  not  go  to  the  extent  of  mixing  business  with  politics.  1 
never  ask  a  man  his  politics  when  he  comes  to  me  for  a  favor,  if  I 
can  do  it;  and  I  never  hesifate  to  tell  him  that  I  can  not  do  it  if  it  ifi 
a  thing  that  I  do  not  want  to  do. 

Q.  You  maintain  your  popularity  and  achieve  your  victories  very 
much  after  the  fashion  of  Jupiter  Olympus,  by  thunder? — A.  I  do 
not  know  as  I  am  much  of  a  thunderer.    I  had  a  man  named  Grom- 

fers  put  some  eleven  propositions  up  to  me  in  the  last  Congress,  and 
believe  Connecticut  is  unionized  to  a  greater  extent  than  any  other 
State  in  the  Union 

Q.  You  are  not  against  the  union? — A.  No;  I  am  not  against  the 
unions,  but  I  was  obliged  to  tell  that  gentleman  that  until  his  various 
measures  had  been  reported  from  their  various  committees  and  I 
had  heard  an  exhaustive  argument  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  I  was 
not  prepared  to  say  how  I  would  vote  on  them. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  mental  reservation  that  you  would  not  dis- 
appoint him? — A.  He  came  up  and  opened  a  campaign  the  last 
time 

Q.  Did  you  let  him  stay  or  did  you  send  him  on  to  Maine? — A. 
He  made  an  offer  to  come  to  our  town,  and  advertised  it,  and  they 
hurried  a  committee  down  to  tell  him  not  to  come  unless  he  wanted 
to  make  me  votes. 

Q.  I  believe  that  I  have  asked  every  question  that  I  can  imagine 

that  would  throw  any  light  on  your  relations A.  I  would  be  veiy 

glad  to  answer  any  questions  that  the  committee  desire  to  ask. 
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By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Have  you  any  banking  connections  which  might  have  any  busi- 
ness with  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Absolutely  none* 

Q.  Are  you  connected  with  any  banking  institutions? — A.  I  am  a 
director  in  the  Torrington  National  Bank. 

Q.  Has  that  bank  ever  had  any  connection  with  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company? — A.  I  never  heard  of  any. 

Q.  You  would  know  if  it  had  had? — A.  Well,  I  am  certain  they 
have  not;  at  the  same  time,  I  have  not  been  there  in  some  months 
to  attend  a  directors'  meeting.    They  have  none  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Do  vou  keep  generally  informed,  so  that  you  would  know  if 
thev  had? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  are  depositors  or  borrowers  at  your 
institution? — A.  They  are  not. 

(J.  You  have  been  engaged  in  political  affairs  in  Connecticut  for 
aome  years  ? — A.  About  eight. 

Q.  Has  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  or  its  officers  taken  any 
interest  to  any  extent  in  political  affairs  during  that  time? — A.  I 
never  have  heard  of  it. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Mr.  Charles  F.  Brooker,  of  An- 
sonia? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  has  taken  any  interest  in  helping  or 
seeking  to  influence  affairs  toward  helping  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company? — A.  Never  to  my  knowledge,  and  I  am  very  sure  that 
Mr.  Brooker  has  not. 

Q.  You  know  him  well  enough  to  know? — A.  I  know  him  very 
well,  indeed.  He  is  a  very  warm  friend  of  mine  and  a  very  fine  gen- 
tleman and  I  am  sure  he  has  never  mentioned  them  to  me. 

Q.  And  he  would  confer  with  you  about  it  if  he  were  interfering 
in  any  way  or  taking  any  interest  in  any  way? — A.  I  feel  quite  cer- 
tain that  he  would. 

Q.  When  you  were  elected  to  Congress  did  you  seek  to  be  appointed 
at  first  on  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  No.  Mr.  Brandegee 
was  on  at  that  time. 

Q.  And  you  succeeded  Mr.  Brandegee  on  the  committee? — A.  I 
did. 

Q.  What  influences  did  you  seek  to  be  appointed  on  that  com- 
mittee?— A.  I  made  application  for  it,  and  Mr.  Brandegee,  I  think, 
spoke  to  the  Speaker  on  my  behalf ;  possibly  Mr.  Hill. 

Q.  Any  other  persons  that  you  know? — A.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
others  that  did  speak  to  the  Speaker.  I  think  Mr.  Brandegee  asked 
Mr.  Foss  to,  but  I  do  not  know  that  he  did. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  any  of  the  concerns  that  are  interested 
in  naval  affairs,  such  as  construction  companies  or  manufacturing 
companies  or  supply  companies,  either  interview  you  or  your  friends 
either  for  or  against  your  appointment  ? — A.  I  would  not  have  asked 
any  of  such  concerns. 

Q.  I  say  do  you  know  whether  they  are  interested  on  the  one  side 
or  the  other? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  would  know  something  about  it  if  any  of  them  had  taken 
any  interest? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  I  would. 

Q.  But  so  far  as  you  know  no  such  interest  was  taken  either  for  or 
against  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  In  your  various  campaigns  for  Congress  and  for  other  public 
offices  have  any  of  those  construction  companies  or  various  industrial 
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concerns  that  are  interested  in  supplying  naval  matters  taken  anj 
interest  in  the  campaign  either  for  or  against  you,  to  your  knowl- 
edge?— A.  No  more  for  me  than  for  the  rest  of  the  ticket  that  1 
know  of. 

Q.  There  has  been  no  special  interest  either  way? — A.  Not  that  1 
know  of. 

Q.  You  testified,  I  think,  that  Mr.  Kellogg  had  been  a  friend  oi 
yours? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  has  been  a  supporter  of  yours  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  he  was  employed  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  thei 
had  various  conferences  with  you  concerning  submarine  matters?— 
A.  He  never  was  employed  until  after  I  was  elected  to  Congress. 

Q.  Mr.  Kellogg  is  a  man  of  character  in  your  city  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  has  a  reputation  as  an  able  lawyer  and  a  man  of  high  stand- 
ing?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Has  he  taken  an  interest  in  active  politics  in  your  section? — A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Served  in  various  official  capacities  in  the  Republican  party?— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  his  various  conferences  with  you,  would  you  state  nou 
whether  he  took — that  he  ever  attempted  to  exert  any  improper  in- 
fluence upon  you? — A.  No;  I  would  not  state  that.  I  would  state 
that  I  do  not  think  the  Electric  Boat  Company  should  have  hired  him 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  reason  why  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
might  retain  him  for  some  other  purpose  than  by  conferring  with 
you? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  judge,  then,  from  what  you  know  that  the  sole  reason  for 
the  employment  of  Mr.  Kellogg  was  to  influence  you? — A.  I  be- 
lieve so. 

Q.  And  you  charge  that  as  matter  in  this  investigation? — A.  I 
believe  it. 

If  Mr.  Kellogg  should  state  to  the  contrary  that  he  was  not  so 
employed,  and  should  make  statements  to  this  committee  that  he  waa 
not  so  employed,  what  should  you  say  of  that  position  of  his? — A.  I 
would  believe  Mr.  Kellogg. 

Q.  If  he  should  state  that  he  was  not  employed  to  influence  you, 
has  not  ever  attempted  to  corrupt  or  influence,  intimidate,  or  affect 
you,  and  has  done  some  other  work,  and  states  that  he  was  employed 
for  doing  some  other  work,  what  should  you  suggest  as  the  reasonable 
purpose  of  his  employment  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I 
have  never  charged  that  lie  was  hired  and  employed  to  corruptly  in- 
fluence me,  but  I  do  believe  that  he  was  hired  to  influence  me,  and 
that  he  would  not  have  been  hired  if  I  had  not  been  on  the  Naval 
Committee. 

Q.  And  you  charge  that  was  the  sole  motive  and  cause  of  his  em- 
ployment?— A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  And  if  he  has  done  other  work  for  the  company,  which  has 
been  more  or  less  useful  from  their  standpoint,  that  that  would  be 
merely  incidental? — A.  Well,  I  never  knew  that  he  had  done  the 
work  for  the  company  until  I  hoard  him  testify. 

Q.  Would  you  oelieve  what  he  told  the  committee? — A.  I  would. 
I  would  believe  what  he  told  the  committee  so  far  as  his  understand- 
ing was  concerned.  I  believe  that  part  of  it.  I  would  believe  what 
he  said. 
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Q.  He  is  a  man  of  average  intelligence,  isn't  he? — A.  More. 

Q.  He  is  a  man  of  some  experience  in  his  profession  and  in  the 
active  business  of  life? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  is  accustomed  to  dealing  with  men  and  affairs? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  So  that  when  he  accepts  employment  or  takes  part  in  an  enter- 
prise, that  he  usually  knows  about  what  he  is  doing  and  what  his  pur- 
poses are,  does  he  not? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  So  that  when  he  states  the  reason  for  his  employment,  and  states 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  and  states  what  he  does  for  his  em- 
ployers, you  would  accept  that  as  a  reasonable  statement  of  the  pur- 
poses ana  character  of  his  work,  would  you  ? — A.  I  would. 

Q.  You  have  known  Mr.  Taylor  fairly  well  for  some  time? — A; 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  is  a  man  of  standing  in  your  community  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  is  a  man  whose  reputation  for  proven  veracity  is  good  in 
your  community  ? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  And  when  he  states  to  this  committee  concerning  his  conduct 
and  action  in  this  matter  that  we  are  investigating,  that  you  would 
believe  what  he  said,  would  you  not? — A.  I  would  believe  that  he  be- 
lieved it. 

Q.  Is  he  a  man  who  has  made  a  success  of  his  business? — A.  I 
think  so. 

(J.  Is  he  a  man  of  assurance  and  capacity  for  carrying  on  his 
affairs? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Is  he  a  man  who  has  had  large  experience  in  dealing  with  men 
and  business  and  methods  of  business? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  when  he  figures  in  any  sort  of  business  enterprise  or 
takes  up  anything  that  concerns  his  business,  or  matters  of  that  sort 
he  usually  mows  what  he  is  about,  doesn't  he  ? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  So  that  when  he  informs  a  committee  like  this  the  reasons  why 
1  he  has  said  and  done  things  which  concern  his  business,  which  seem 
reasonable  and  proper  from  his  point  of  view,  you  would  rather  be- 
lieve that  he  knew  what  he  was  talking  about,  wouldn't  you? — A. 
Why,  I  think  Mr.  Taylor  knows,  generally,  what  he  is  talking  about. 
I  think  he  made  one  or  two  mistakes  in  his  testimony  that,  if  he  had 
thought  the  thing  a  little  more  carefully,  he  would  not  have  made. 

Q.  What  are  those? — A.  He  said,  for  one  thing,  that  I  said  I  pro- 
posed that  the  Lake  company  should  have  a  square  deal.  In  talking 
with  Mr.  Taylor  about  it  afterwards,  and  refreshing  his  memory  a 
little  more,  that  I  said  I  proposed  to  give  all  companies  a  square  deal, 
that  I  was  for  open  competition.  Another  thing  of  more  importance 
than  that,  it  has  just  escaped  my  mind — might  I  see  his  testimony  a 
moment?  Oh,  about  the  Wateroury  Club  incident.  Haven't  I  testi- 
fied to  that  ? 

The  Chairman.  Yes ;  you  have  already  corrected  that. 

Q.  Were  you  here  while  Mr.  Taylor  testified? — A.  I  was. 

Q.  And  listened  quite  closely  to  his  testimony  ? — A.  I  did. 
►     Q.  And  talked  with  him  since  about  his  testimony  ? — A.  I  saw  him 
for  a  very  few  minutes  the  next  morning. 

Q.  You  walked  out  with  him  into  the  hall  after  he  had  testified, 
didn't  you? — A.  I  don't  recall  that. 

Q.  You  saw  him  afterwards? — A.  Not  to  have  any  conversation 
with  him  at  all 
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Q.  So  that  you  and  he  were  in  general  accord,  with  the  exceptions 
that  you  have  noted,  about  what  he  testified  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  is  a  man  who  drives  very  straight  at  a  proj>osition,  doesn't 
he?  He  does  not  fool  around  it? — A.  I  am  not  claiming  that  Mr. 
Taylor  did  anything  reprehensible  in  urging  me  to  vote  for  sub- 
marines. 

Q.  You  rather  intimated  that  Mr.  Taylor  did  do  something  repre- 
hensible in  your  testimony  before  the  Committee  on  Rules,  ana  in 
your  testimony  before  this  committee,  and  various  newspapers 
throughout  the  country  have  rather  intimated  that  that  was  a  species 
of  corruption? — A.  If  you  will  permit  me,  I  intimated  in  mv  testi- 
mony that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  no  right  to  get  after  my 
friends  and  people  that  were  closest  to  me,  and  to  urge  me  to^vote  for 
their  measures. 

Q.  Mr.  Taylor  testified,  if  I  recall  it,  that  he  received  no  com- 
munication from  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  received  no  suggestion 
of  any  kind  or  invitation  to  try  to  influence  you ;  that  he  did  it  be- 
cause he  desired  business,  that  he  was  invited  by  Mr.  Kellogg  to 
come,  and  that  he  had  previously  interviewed  you  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  it  because  he  thought  it  would  be  a  good  thing  to  get 
business? — A.  He  did  it  because  he  thought  it  would  be  a  good  thing 
for  Frank  Taylor,  and  led  me  to  believe  that  he  had  talked  with  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  John  Kellogg. 

Q.  You  listened  to  his  testimony  before  this  committee? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  You  learned  from  that  that  he  only  had  communications  from 
Mr.  Kellogg  ? — A.  I  gathered  that  from  his  testimony. 

Q.  So  that  if  you  were  in  a  position  whore  you  would  have  to  judge, 
would  you  or  would  not  you  believe  what  Mr.  Taylor  told  this  com- 
mittee?— A.  I  would  believe  that  Mr.  Taylor  would  tell  this  com- 
mittee the  best  of  his  understanding  and  the  best  of  his  remembrance, 
and  that  he  believed  anything  he  said  to  this  committee  that  was  to 
the  best  of  his  remembrance  and  the  best  of  his  understanding.  But  I 
gather  it  a  different  impression  from  what  he  expressed  here. 

Q.  You  would  not  believe  that  Mr.  Taylor  had  any  corrupt  intent 
in  going  to  you  and  trying  to  influence  you? — A.  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  would  appeal  to  Mr.  Taylor  that  there  was  anything  wrong, 
that  there  was  any  wrong  intent,  but  I  do  believe  it  would  be  wrong 
for  me  to  vote  for  a  large  appropriation  for  boats  that  I  did  not  think 
the  Government  ought  to  own. 

Q.  That  would  be  a  question  of  judgment,  or  a  question  of  the 
standard  of  ethics  between  the  two  of  you.  It  would  not  be  a  ques- 
tion of  corrupt  motive  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Taylor  judging  one  way 
and  you  judging  another,  would  it? — A.  Not  necessarily. 

Q.  So  that  so  far  as  Mr.  Taylor's  conduct  toward  you  is  con- 
cerned, can  you  see  any  matter  of  corruption  or  corrupt  intent  or 
corrupt  action? — A.  Not  of  corrupt  intent  or  corrupt  action;  no. 

Q.  As  to  Mr.  Ferry,  how  long  have  you  known  him? — A.  I  never 
saw  him  until  Mr.  Kellogg  introduced  him  to  me. 

Q.  Mr.  Ferry  testified  that  it  was  suggested  to  him  by  the  Fore 
River  Shipbuilding  Company,  by  Admiral  Bowles  of  the  Fore  River 
company,  that  they  try  to  get  favorable  submarine  legislation.  Do 
you  conceive  that  because  men  think  that  a  certain  line  of  legislation 
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is  beneficial  to  the  public  and  they  try  in  a  legitimate  way  to  have 
that  legislation  enacted,  and  that  when  the  legislation  is  en- 
acted that  they  will  get  some  business  out  of  it,  or  some- 
body is  to  have  business,  that  there  is  anything  corrupt  in  that 
sort  of  thing? — A.  I  believe  that  if  a  man  believes  that  the  legisla- 
tion is  fair  and  honest  and  above  board,  he  is  perfectly  justified,  if 
that  is  his  honest  belief,  that  the  legislation  is  something  that  the 
country  should  have,  and  that  is  where  Mr.  Ferry  and  I,  of  course, 
would  differ.  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  appropriate  money  just 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  Mr.  Ferry  an  order.  If  Mr.  Ferry  be- 
lieves that  the  Government  is  getting  value  received  and  getting 
goods  that  the  Government  ought  to  nave,  I  think  he  is  perfectly 
justified,  and  I  am  willing  to  assume  that  he  did  think  so.  I  am  not 
finding  fault  with  Mr.  Ferry.  I  am  finding  fault  with  the  company 
for  setting  him  on  to  me. 

Q.  Then  you  find  fault  with  the  Fore  River  Shipbuilding  Com- 
pany ? — A.  W  ell,  it  was  in  effect  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  seek- 
ing to  suggest  or  request  Admiral  Bowles  to  have  Mr.  Ferry  come 
to  you  and  seek  to  influence  you  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that  he  men- 
tioned Admiral  Bowles's  name  to  me. 

Q.  Is  there  any  more  reason  to  charge  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
for  the  action  of  Mr.  Ferry  because  Admiral  Bowles  talked  with  him 
and  suggested  that  he  do  what  he  could  for  submarine  legislation 
than  there  is  for  the  Batl\  Iron  Works,  which  is  represented  by  Mr. 
Littlefield,  to  have  corruption  charged  to  them  because  they  are 
constructing  a  boat  for  the  Berger  Company  or  the  Lake  Company, 
and  Mir.  Littlefield  to  offer  such  legislation? — A.  I  do  not  say  that  it 
would  be  corrupt,  but  I  do  say  that  if  the  Bath  Iron  Works  tried  to 
get  a  large  manufacturer  in  a  Member's  district  to  vote  for  certain 
things  simply  because  Mr.  Ferry  would  get  an  order  from  the  Bath 
Iron  Works,  I  believe  that  is  wrong.  It  may  not  be  corrupt,  but  I 
think  it  is  wrongful  practice. 

Q.  It  is  a  question,  then,  of  judgment  and  standard  as  to  public 
morals? — A.   xes,  sir. 

Q.  And  where  your  high  standard  might  prevent  you  from  talking 
to  a  Member  of  Congress  or  a  member  of  the  Department  concerning 
matters,  another  man  might  think  it  would  be  perfectly  proper ;  and 
would  you  think  he  was  corrupt  if  he  differed  from  you  in  that 
respect? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  would. 

Q.  Can  you  conceive  any  difference  in  a  manufacturer  like  Mr. 
Bowles  or  Mr.  Ferry  conferring  with  you  and  seeking  to  have  you 
favorable  to  legislation  which  they  believed  would  be  beneficial  to 
the  country  and  out  of  which  they  would  get  some  possible  profit,  or 
your  going  to  the  Department  and  seeking  to  have  the  Department 
construe  a  law  in  a  certain  way  or  act  in  a  certain  way  concerning 
matters  in  their  jurisdiction,  because  you  knew  that  some  of  your 
constituents  will  get  a  profit? — A.  It  depends  entirely  on  whether 
the  matter  is  just  and  right  and  proper.  I  would  not  go  to  the 
Department  to  ask  for  things  for  my  constituents  if  I  did  not  believe 
that  they  were  proper  things  to  ask  for. 

Q.  Oi  course  you  would  not;  we  know  that.  Now,  suppose  that 
this  man  took  the  same  attitude  to  you,  so  far  as  you  are  concerned, 
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what  criticism  have  you  to  make  of  that? — A.  Why,  I  have  just  this 
criticism  t6  make:  Having  in  mind  the  orders  that  have  been  re- 
cently given,  that  the  Department  so  hedged  about  that  as  it  paid 
an  excessive  price  for  goods  that  were  purchased.  I  know  noth- 
ing about  the  justice  or  the  legality  of  the  Attorney-General's  opinion. 
I  assume  that  his  opinion  was  a  correct  one.  If  it  was,  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  was  led  to  expend  the  money  in  accordance  with 
that  opinion,  I  think  he  had  a  rignt  to  spend  that  where  he  could  get 
the  best  value  for  the  money.  I  understand  that  the  contract  to  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  was  at  the  rate  of  $1,059  a  ton;  that  this  con- 
tract of  the  Lake  boat  was  less  than  $900  a  ton,  and  that  it  has  sot 
to  excel — it  has  got  to  equal  in  every  respect  the  other  boat,  ana  I 
think  it  has  got  to  excel  it  in  some  respects.  Now,  if  the  Secretary 
can  buy  boats  at  less  than  $900  a  ton  that  will  equal  or  excel  boats  that 
$1,059  a  ton  is  being  paid  for,  I  think  he  ought  to  do  it,  and  I  think 
it  is  the  duty  of  any  man,  whether  he  is  a  Member  from  the  district 
or  not,  to  ask  him  to  do  it. 

Q.  And  you  consider  it  your  duty  as  a  public  officer  to  urge  upon 
him  that  point  of  view? — A.  I  am  speaking  from  a  Government 
standpoint,  as  a  Member  of  Congress. 

Q.  You  would  conceive  it  your  duty  to  urge  upon  him  that  stand- 
point?— A.  I  would  certainly  urge  that  in  every  Department  in 
Washington  they  should  get  the  best  value  for  the  money  that  they 
can  get. 

Q.  If  a  manufacturer  should  conceive  that  it  is  a  necessity  for  the 
public  defense,  that  it  is  an  economical  method  of  defense,  to  have 
quite  a  large  number  of  submarines,  as  I  understand  many 
good  people  believe,  and  that  the  best  method  of  getting  subma- 
rines— of  our  obtaining  the  best  possible  results  in  securing  a  yessel — 
would  be  to  have  a  competitive  test,  and  the  boat  which  won  has  the 
exclusive  contracts — supposing  he  believed  that  that  was  the  best 
thing  to  do  for  the  public  welfare,  can  you  conceive  of  any  corrupt 
motive  or  corrupt  action  on  his  part  if  he  should  go  to  a  public  offi- 
cer and  present  that  argument? — A.  If  he  is  a  Member  01  Congress 
I  don't  think  he  ought  to  go  and  present  an  argument  that  they 
should  give  it  if  the  price  is  excessive. 

Q.  But  is  there  any  corrupt  motive  or  action  on  his  part  in  urging 
upon  a  Member  of  Congress  that  that  is  the  proper  tning  to  do? — 
A.  All  things  being  equal,  no ;  if  he  does  not  know  that  the  Govern- 
ment is  paying  an  excessive  price  for  an  inferior  article. 

Q.  If  the  question  of  price  per  ton  or  price  per  vessel  is  referred 
to  the  Department  which  knows  about  the  business,  with  power  to 
act  and  power  to  reject  if  the  j>rice  is  excessive,  would  you  criticise 
the  manufacturer  in  urging  action  which  is  guarded  in  that  way  or 
his  interviewing  a  Member  of  Congress  to  have  action  which  is 
guarded  in  that  way? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  would  if,  as  I  said 
before,  the  man  was  really  fully  advised  as  to  what  the  vessels  ought 
to  cost  and  he  was  figuring  on  the  best  interests  of  the  Department 

Q.  Do  you  charge  that  the  officers  of  the  Navy  Department,  the 
Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  the 
Judge- Advocate-General  of  the  Navy,  are  incompetent  or  corrupt 
because  their  judgment  as  to  the  cost  or  value  of  a  certain  vessel  dif- 
fers from  yours? — A.  They  are  certainly-  not  corrupt  because  their 
judgment-- — 
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Q.  Do  you  charge  that  they  are  incompetent  for  that  reason  ? — A. 
I  will  answer  that  by  saying  that  I  think  it  is  very  greatly  to  the 
detriment  of  this  country  and  to  the  Government  to  have  five  Sec- 
retaries of  the  Navy  in  five  years,  as  we  have  had — four  of  them; 
however,  they  may  be  able  as  attorneys — and  they  undoubtedly  have 
all  been  able — none  of  them  have  been  practical  business  men  that 
were  competent  to  figure  out  a  business  proposition  on  a  business 
basis. 

Q.  You  charge,  then;  that  the  policy  which  has  kept  the  heads  of 
the  Naval  Department  in  a  condition  of  change  has  been  a  bad  one  ? — 
A.  That  they  have  not  been  there  long  enough  to  get  a  thorough 
knowledge  of  the  business.  That  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the 
Secretary  always  has  to  bring  his  clerk  either  here  or  to  the  com- 
mittee and  consult  with  him  on  most  all  questions. 

Q.  Who  is  responsible  for  the  appointment  and  designation  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  I  could  enlighten  the  com- 
mittee on  that. 

Q.  We  want  to  find  out  who  is  responsible  for  the  inefficiency  of 
the  Navy,  who  is  responsible  for  the  appointment  and  retention  and 
direction  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Navy. — A.  I  suppose  the  President 
has  the  appointing  power. 

Q.  So  that  whatever  criticism  can  be  bestowed  on  anybody,  for  the 
many  changes  in  the  head  of  the  Naval  Department  during  the  last 
five  or  six  years,  it  should  be  visited  upon  the  President? — A.  I 
prefer  you  to  draw  your  own  conclusions  upon  that.  You  are  just 
as  well  able  to  judge  of  that  as  I  am. 

Q.  Now,  you  are  criticising  the  policy  of  the  Navy  Department 
in  awarding  contracts  at  certain  prices  for  certain  constructions. 
You  are  willing  to  admit  there  was  no  corruption  in  that,  are  you? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  So  that  whatever  excessive  prices  have  been  paid  is  due  to 
inefficiency? — A.  Yes;  to  lack  of  thorough  business  knowledge. 

Q.  Now,  there  are  two  general  departments  in  the  Navy,  first,  the 
civil  business,  the  financial  end,  which  is  presided  over  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  and  his  assistants,  and,  second,  the  technical,  pro- 
fessional end,  which  is  presided  over  by  the  various  heads  of  the 
technical  bureaus.    Is  that  the  fact? — A.  Practically. 

Q.  Now,  you  charge,  then,  that  the  bureau  or  official  which  has 
charge  of  .construction,  which  has  charge  of  the  preparation  of  con- 
tracts, in  the  buying  and  building  and  preparation  of  contracts  and 
specifications  in  these  bureaus  of  submarines,  have  been  inefficient 
in  that  they  have  allowed  a  million  and  a  half  of  dollars  of  excessive 
profit,  do  you? — A.  I  think  the  cutting  out  of  competition  has  en- 
abled the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  demand  and  obtain  a  million 
and  a  half  dollars  in  excessive  profits.    . 

Q.  You  charge,  then,  that  the  heads  of  the  technical  bureaus  of  the 
Navy,  of  the  professional  bureaus  of  the  Navy,  have  allowed  speci- 
fications to  be  drafted  and  contracts  to  be  made  for  vessels  which 
have  involved  an  excessive  profit  of  a  million  and  a  half  dollars, 
which  they  should  not  have  done  if  they  had  performed  their  duty, 
Is  that  it?— A.  That  their  hands  were  tied  to  a  certain  extent  from 
the  fact  of  the  eliminating  of  competition. 
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Q.  Do  you  not  know  that  those  officers  have  always  exercised  the 
power  of  rejecting  any  and  all  bids  which  they  deemed  excessive  or 
unfair  or  unjust  or  unprofitable  to  the  Government? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  They  have  that  power? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  they  have  not  exercised  that  power  in  rejecting  these  bids 
when  they  have  made  these  contracts,  have  they? — A.  I  suppose  not 

Q.  They  have  not.  Contracts  have  been  made  involving  about 
.$3,000,000  in  the  last  six  or  seven  years. — A.  Oh,  contracts  have  been 
made  involving  about  $3,000,000  in  this  last  year. 

Q.  For  submarines?- — A.  Yes;  in  this  last  year.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  total  amount  is  to-day. 

Q.  All  those  contracts  have  been  signed  and  are  in  force  and  have 
not  been  rejected  on  account  of  excessive  cost  ? — A.  I  suppose  not 

Q.  You  charge,  then,  that  that  bureau,  in  the  hands  of  the  naval 
officers,  because  they  have  not  exercised  it  to  save  a  million  and  a 
half  dollars  of  excessive  profit,  that  they  have  been  grossly  inefficient 
on  that  account  ? — A.  I  think  the  legislation  compelled  them  to  buy 
those  boats. 

Q.  The  officers  of  the  Navy  inform  us  that  they  always  have  the 
power  to  accept  or  reject  all  bids,  and  you  have  just  stated  you  have 
the  same  opinion  as  we  have.  Now,  if  they  have  that  power  and  have 
not  exercised  it,  if  there  is  a  million  and  a  half  dollars  of  excessive 
profits,  and  they  have  known  it  and  not  exercised  that  power,  you 
charge  inefficiency  on  that  account  ?—  A.  The  Department  may  have 
thought  the  exigencies  of  the  occasion  demanded  these  boats.  There 
has  been  more  or  less  war  talk  in  the  last  year.  They  may  have 
thought  we  ought  to  have  these  boats,  and  were  therefore  compelled 
on  that  account  to  pay  the  price.  I  would  not  want  to  charge  gross 
incompetency  or  anything  of  that  kind. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  reports  of  the  Navy  Department  and  the 
several  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department  ? — A.  No,  sir ;  I  have  not 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  Admiral  Capps,  of  the  Bureau  of  Construc- 
tion, reported  concerning  these  submarine  contracts? — A.  Only  in  a 
general  way. 

Q.  You  have  not  read  his  report  that  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  concerning  that? — A.  Not  carefully. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  with 
reference  to  the  exigencies  of  the  naval  situation? — A.  I  know  that 
we  had  some  confidential  testimony  before  the  naval  committee  that 
the  exigencies  were  such  that  we  ought  to  make  liberal  appropriations 
for  war  material. 

Q.  We  had  a  message  to  that  effect,  if  I  remember,  but  did  you  read 
the  last  report  of  the  Secretary  of  tne  Navy,  which  was  transmitted 
to  Congress  in  December? — A.  I  read  most  of  it;  I  did  not  read  it 
very  carefully. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  read  the  report  of  a  technical  bureau,  such  as 
the  Bureau  of  Construction? — A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Or  Bureau  of  Navigation,  so  that  you,  without  reading  the  in- 
formation that  was  in  these  reports,  and  with  a  superficial  knowledge 
of  what  is  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  you  charge 
upon  those  officers  a  gross  dereliction  of  duty  in  letting  contracts 
wnich  involved  an  excessive  profit  of  a  million  and  a  half  dollars.— 
A.  I  do  nothing  of  the  kind.    I  say  that  the  exigencies  of  the  occasion 
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may  have  required  these  boats  in  their  opinion  even  if  they  cost  twice 
the  money.  I  know  in  the  Spanish- American  war  this  Government 
bought  quite  a  large  number  of  different  kinds  of  boats,  which  they 
undoubtedly  paid  two  prices  for,  but  they  thought  they  had  to  have 
them.  Now,  I  have  no  reason  to  think  but  that  they  thought  at  the 
Navy  Department  that  they  had  got  to  have  them  and  that  they  might 
be  wanted. 

Q.  Have  you  received  or  known  of  any  communications  submitted 
to  Congress  or  to  any  of  the  committees  of  Congress  in  which  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  or  any  of  these  heads  of  technical  bureaus 
specified  that  reason  as  the  basis  for  making  these  contracts? — A.  I 
do  not  know  that  they  specified  that  reason  for  the  basis  of  making 
these  contracts,  but  I  do  know  we  had  in  an  executive  session  of  the 
Naval  Committee  a  Government  officer  confidentially  talking  with  the 
committee.    I  don't  think  I  ought  to  disclose  what  the  talk  was. 

Q.  We  will  not  ask  for  war  secrets.  At  the  same  time,  you  can 
state  this :  Is  there  any  information  anywhere,  and,  if  so,  what  officer 
gave  that  information,  that  as  a  basis  for  making  contracts  involving 
an  unjust  profit  of  a  million  and  a  half  of  dollars  in  these  recent  sub- 
marine contracts,  that  it  was  occasioned  by  a  naval  exigency  which 
then  existed,  or  last  year  existed — is  there  any  such  official  statement 
anywhere,  and,  if  so,  what  officer  made  it? — A.  Well,  I  don't  know 
that  there  is  such  an  official  statement,  but,  of  course,  I  do  not  know 
what  was  going  on  through  the  minds  of  the  people  at  the  Navy  De- 
partment when  they  were  contracting  for  these  boats.  They  naturally 
would  not  make  any  official  statement  if  they  thought  there  was  dan- 
ger of  war. 

Q.  What  basis  have  you  then  for  assuming  that  such  a  condition 
existed  in  their  minds,  upon  which  they  acted,  to  allow  this  million 
and  a  half  dollars  of  unjust  profit? — A.  Well,  I  have  a  good  deal  of 
reason  to  believe  or  to  know  that  there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  nerv- 
ousness in  the  executive  offices  as  well  as  in  the  war  and  naval  offices 
in  the  last  year  that  might  require  the  need  of  more  vessels. 

Q.  And  this  general  condition  of  nervousness  in  the  air  is  the  basis 
of  your  accusation  upon  the  officers  of  the  Navy  Department  that  they 
allowed  unjust  profits  of  a  million  and  a  half  dollars  out  of  less  than 
a  $3,000,000  contract? — A.  I  do  not  put  it  that  way. 

Q.  Is  not  that  the  condition  ?— »A.  I  said  it  may  have  been ;  I  did 
not  say  it  was. 

Q.  That  is  about  the  basis  that  exists. — A.  I  say  that  may  have 
been  the  reason.    I  can  not  tell  the  reason  why  they  paid  the  price. 

Q.  Let  us  just  get  the  figures  a  little  bit  more  accurately.  Who 
compiled  these  figures  in  our  record  that  show  a  million  and  a  half 
dollars  of  unjust  profits? — A.  Those  figures  were  taken  out  of  docu- 
ments and  books  and  hearings  mostly. 

Q.  Who  Compiled  them ;  what  person  compiled  them  ? — A.  I  think 
Mr.  Webster  did. 

Q.  And  who  assisted  him? — A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  was 
assisted  or  not.    He  may  have  been. 

Q.  He  testified  he  was  assisted  by  Mr.  Neff.— A.  Very  likely  he 
was. 

Q.  Was  it  under  your  direction?— A.  Yes;  I  wanted  those  figures. 
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Q.  Did  you  tell  them  exactly  what  to  do,  or  did  you  give  them 
a  general  direction  as  to  how  to  find  out  and  to  report  what  they 
found? — A.  My  impression  is  I  told  them  to  find  out. 

Q.  You  told  them  to  find  out? — A.  To  get  me  what  information 
they  could  upon*that  subject. 

Q.  So  that  compilation  is  the  basis  of  your  charge  of  this  in- 
efficiency of  the  naval  officers? — A.  I  did  not  say  inefficiency.  Those 
figures  and  the  testimony  of  Admiral  Bowles  and  Admiral  Melville 
and  Admiral  O'Neil  is  the  basis  of  my  figures  for  excessive  prices. 

Q.  This  compilation  that  you  have  caused  to  be  made  by  these 
two  men  is  the  final  result  upon  which  you  base  your  charge  of  this 
million  and  half  dollars  of  excessive  profit,  is  it? — A.  Practically, 
yes. 

Q.  Have  either  of  these  men  had  any  experience  in  marine  or 
naval  construction,  Mr.  Neff  or  Mr.  Webster? — A.  I  don't  think  they 
teach  naval  construction  at  the  Yale  College,  and  I  don't  know  about 
Mr.  Neff.    I  don't  think  Mr.  Webster  has  any. 

Q.  So  that  as  the  matter  would  come  to  us,  if  on  the  one  side 
Admiral  Capps,  the  official  head  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction, 
would  state  that  the  prices  were  reasonable  and  fair,  and  that  ii 
they  had  been  otherwise  he  would  have  rejected  the  bids  and  would 
not  have  purchased  the  vessels,  thereby  admitting,  or,  rather,  im- 
plying, that  no  exigency  exists,  and  on  the  other  side  you  have  figures 
compiled  by  two  young  men,  one  23  years  old  and  one  29,  with  no  ex- 
perience in  naval  or  marine  construction,  under  your  general  direc- 
tion, which  of  those  two  statements  would  vou  think  is  an  unbiased 
statement? — A.  The  adding  of  the  compilation,  the  sources  from 
which  they  came — Admiral  Bowles,  Admiral  Melville,  Admiral 
O'Neil — I  would  certainly  take  those  three  experts  as  against  one. 

Q.  You  would  believe  Admiral  Webster  and  Admiral  Neff,  would 
you? — A.  No,  sir;  I  should  not  take  their  opinion  as  being  of  any 
account. 

Q.  Admiral  Capps  was  informed  concerning  the  statements  of 
Admiral  Melville  and  Admiral  O'Neil  and  Admiral  Bowles,  wasnt 
he? — A.  I  do  not  know,  but  he  ought  to  be. 

Q.  He  has  been  the  head  of  that  department  for  several  years, 
hasn't  he? — A.  I  do  not  know  that.  He  has  been  the  head  of  it 
since  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Naval  Committee. 

Q.  And  that  is  three  years,  at  least. — A.  No ;  it  is  practically  two 
years. 

Q.  If  he  testifies  that  he  has  been  at  the  head  of  that  department 
five  or  more  years,  which  he  did,  you  would  believe  him? — A.  I 
certainly  would. 

Q.  And  at  the  head  of  the  department  he  naturally  would  be  in- 
formed as  to  what  a  man  like  Admiral  Bowles  knew,  or  a  man  like 
Admiral  O'Neil  or  Admiral  Melville  knew,  or  thought,  about  those 
matters? — A.  I  can  not  answer  that  question  except  to  say  that  he 
ought  to  be. 

Q.  Now,  would  you  charge  inefficiency,  charge  him  to  the  extent 
of  gross  uniust  profits  of  a  million  and  a  half  dollars  out  of  a  three- 
million  dollar  contract  if  he  differed  from  those  men  in  that  line 
of  submarine  construction? — A.  In  the  first  place,  a  million  and  a 
half  of  excess  profit  of  the  boats  we  have  built  and  have  contracted 
for. 
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Q.  That  would  be  about  four  million  and  a  half  dollars,  as  he 
testified.— A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  Admiral  Capps's  shrewdness 
as  a  business  man.  I  know  some  people  would  buy  a  house  for  two- 
thirds  of  what  another  man  would  pay.  A  shrewd  business  man 
in  that  department,  in  my  opinion,  would  save  the  Government 
millions  of  dollars. 

Q.  Then  you  do  think  that  Admiral  Capps  lacks  the  requisite 
of  shrewdness,  so  that  he  can  be  cheated  a  million  and  »  half  dollars 
in  excessive  profits  out  of  four  and  a  half  million  dollars  of  total 
contracts? — A.  All  men  are  not  born  alike  in  shrewdness.  I  do 
not  charge  Admiral  Capps  with  anything.  I  do  not  know  what 
wis  in  his  mind  when  he  made  that  contract. 

Q.  You  charge  in  addition  that  the  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  who 
have  signed  these  contracts — Secretary  Long,  Secretary  Moody,  Sec- 
retary Morton,  Secretary  Bonaparte,*  and  Secretary  Metcalf — were 
so  inefficient  that  they  did  not  guard  the  interests  of  the  Govern- 
ment, and  allowed  one  million  and  a  half  dollars  of  unjust  profits 
out  of  a  four  million  and  a  half  total  contracts,  do  you? — A.  I  do 
not  charge  anything  of  the  kind.  I  doubt  if  these  men  whom  you 
have  mentioned  know  very  much  about  it  anyhow.  I  think  their 
signing  the  contracts  and  signing  their  signatures  is  largely  per- 
functory. 

Q.  You  charge  that  these  men  knew  no  more  about  the  signing 
of  thes^  contracts  involving  millions  of  dollars  than  merely  the 
signing  of  their  names? — A.  No;  I  do  not  charge  that. 

Q.  Isn't  that  about  what  you  said  ? — A.  I  do  not  know 

Q.  You  think  that  they  did  not  know  ? — A.  I  do  not  charge  them 
with  anything. 

Q.  But  there  is  a  charge  somewhere.  You  charge  that  there  is  an 
excessive,  unjust,  gross  profit  of  two  million  and  a  half  dollars  in 
the  construction  of  these  submarines.  Now,  if  that  be  true,  some- 
body is  responsible  for  it.  The  men  who  signed  the  contracts  are 
the  secretaries  whom  I  have  named.  The  man  who  made  the  speci- 
fications and  was  responsible  for  the  construction  is  Admiral  Capps, 
who  has  been  at  the  head  of  the  department  which  has  made  more 
than  two-thirds  of  these  contracts.  Now,  you  charge  that  these 
men  whom  I  have  named  were  derelict  in  their  duty,  either  not 
knowing  anything  about  it,  or  have  been  so  inefficient  that  they 
could  not  guard  the  interests  of  this  Government  and  reject  bids,  if 
there  had  been  any  such  thing,  do  you? — A.  I  do  not  make  any 
charges  against  the  Navjr  Department.  I  have  said  that  this  boat 
company  nas  made  excessive  profits,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is 
because  "of  inefficiency  or  whether  it  is  because  of  the  fact  that  they 
wanted  the  boats  and  that  the  company  having  the  boat  that  won 
out  in  the  trials  was  in  a  position  to  set  the  price.  The  Govern- 
ment was  not  in  a  very  good  position  to  set  the  price  after  the  com- 
pany had  won  out.  Tney  were  the  people  that  were  on  top,  it  seems 
to  me,  so  far  as  the  contracts  were  concerned. 

Q.  So  that  if  Admiral  Capps  said  to  us  that  he  is  in  a  position  to 
reject  bids  if  theprices  are  excessive,  you  would  not  believe  him, 
would  you  ? — A.  Whv,  certainly,  I  would  believe  him. 

Q.  Or  if  you  would  believe  him,  you  would  believe  him  so  ineffi- 
cient as  not  to  know  an  unjust  price  if  he  saw  it? — A.  I  have  not 
made  any  such  statement  as  that. 
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Q.  That  is  about  what  it  amounts  to,  isn't  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  a  compilation  made  by  two  young  men  in  their  first  year 
of  law  school,  from  official  reports  ana  gathered  information,  you 
would  have  believed  by  this  committee  and  by  the  country  as  against 
the  sworn  testimony  of  the  heads  of  departments  and  the  official 
action  of  the  head  of  the  Navy  Department  for  the  past  five  or  six 
years,  would  you  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  the  two  young  men  have  any 
voice  in  it  at-  all,  but  they  simply  gathered  together  Admiral  Bowles, 
Admiral  Melville,  Admiral  O  Neil 

Q.  But  their  gathering,  their  version  of  what  those  admirals  said, 
would  be  accepted  by  you  and  charged  as  inefficient  and  corrupt 
action,  rather  than  the  official  action  of  the  heads  of  these  depart- 
ments—you would  believe  the  young  men's  version  rather  than  the 
officials?— A.  The  young  men  have  no  version  at  all.  They  simply 
gathered  the  facts. 

The  Chairman.  Right  in  this  connection  Mr.  Littleton  wants 
questions  asked. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  Admiral  O'Neil  and  Admiral  Melville 
were  members  of  the  Board  on  Construction  when  that  board  offi- 
cially reported  to  the  Navy  Department  that  a  fair  price  for  the 
class  and  size  of  submarine  boats  referred  to  by  Admirals  O'Neil, 
Melville,  and  Bowles  in  the  testimony  which  you  quote  was  $170,000 
per  boat,  or  practically  $1,400  a  ton? — A.  I  never  neard  of  any  such- 

Q.  If  you  are  familiar  with  the  matters  about  which  you  have 
been  testifying  and  with  the  reports,  you  know  that  they  recom- 
mended that  $170,000  was  a  fair  price  for  certain  boats? — A.  I  do 
not  know  that. 

Q.  Then  you  have  not  read  their  reports. — A.  I  read  the  part  that 
was  marked  for  me  to  read. 

Q.  Who  marked  it? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Webster  must  have.  I  sent 
him  to  gather  the  reports. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  it  was  $170,000?— A.  No. 

Q.  What  was  the  price  per  boat? — A.  Why,  the  price  per  boat  of 
Admiral  Bowles,  figured  in  tons,  was  $745  and  some  cents. 

Q.  The  price  per  boat? — A.  I  don't  know  about  the  price  per  boat 

Q.  Then  you  did  not  read  the  reports  there  yourselt? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  what  the  tonnage  was  of  the  boats? — A.  The 
tonnage  of  the  boats  that  Bowles  was  testifying — I  think  they  were 
120  tons. 

Q.  That  would  be  over  $1,400  a  ton. — A.  I  have  not  read  any- 
thing like  that — what  you  are  reading  there  now. 

Q.  If  the  report  shows  that — I  do  not  know — I  have  not  read  it; 
but  if  the  report  shows  that,  then  the  boys  are  a  little  off  in  their 
reckoning. — A.  If  the  report  shows  that — that  Admiral  O'Neil  con- 
tracted tor  boats  at  $1,400  a  ton — I  can  not  reconcile  it  to  his  testi- 
mony. 

Q.  They  have  all  testified  that  they  do  not  buy  boats  by  the  ton  at 
all.  They  buy  them  for  so  much  per  boat,  and  figuring  out  the  per 
ton  is  done  by  somebody  besides  the  Navy  Department.  Admiral 
Capps  said  they  did  not  buy  boats  by  the  ton  and  did  not  figure 
them  by  the  ton,,  and  if  the  boat  weighs  as  you  say,  or  is  a  120-ton 
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boat,  and  if  Admiral  O'Neil  and  those  other  admirals  reported  that 
$170,000  was  a  fair  price,  that  would  be  just  $1,500  a  ton. 

Now,  Mr.  Littleton's  second  question  is  this :  "  Do  you  not  know 
that  this  report  was  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and 
finally  transmitted  to  Congress? '' — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  know  it. 

Q.  If  it  was  made  and  was  approved  and  was  transmitted  to  Con- 
gress, why,  you  and  I  are  not  as  fully  posted  on  these  naval  sub- 
marine matters  as  we  ought  to  be. — A."  I  think  it  is  a  tremendously 
excessive  price,  if  it  is  true. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  one  question  on  my  own  account.  Did  you  hear 
Admiral  Capps's  testimony  here  under  oath? — A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Then  it  is  only  fair  to  you  to  say  that  he  testified  under  oath 
that  the  Electric  Boat  people  claimed  that  they  did  not  make  any 
profit,  but  that  he  thought  that  they  make  a  small  but  not  an  excessive 
profit? — A.  I  do  not  know  how  he  could  know.  We  had  Mr.  Lake 
testify  here  the  other  day  that  he  would  take  them  at  $745  a  ton. 

Q.  He  did  not  say  but  that  it  would  be  at  a  loss? — A.  Well,  I  do 
not  think  that  any  of  these  submarine-boat  people  are  doing  business 
at  a  loss. 

Q.  When  you  went  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  asked  him 
to  give  the  Lake  company  a  part  of  the  contract  did  you  limit  him 
to  any  price  per  ton? — A.  I  was  not  the  spokesman  there  at  all. 

Q.  Did  you  speak  upon  that  point? — A.  I  heard  the  conversation, 
as  I  remember  it;  the  Lake  company,  to  my  mind  it  is  hardly  a  con- 
tract at  all.    They  are  to  build  the  boats 

Q-  But  you  gentlemen  went  up  there  to  get  a  contract  and  to  say 
that  you  thought  he  ought  to  give  one  contract  at  least  to  the  Lake 
company  ? — A.  I  thought  there  ought  to  be  competition. 

Q.  I  merely  want  to  know  whether  anything  was  said  by  you  or 
anyone  else  of  the  delegation  that  the  price  of  the  boat  ought  to  be 
limited  to  any  specific  amount? — A.  It  I  remember  right,  the  price 
was  discussed.  The  Secretary  thought  that,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
these  people  built  their  boat  on  their  own  responsibility,  and  that 
the  Government  did  not  advance  any  monev,  and  it  was  goinfif  to 
be  about  some  two  years,  that  there  ought  to  be  an  allowance  in  there 
for  the  use  of  the  money. 

Q.  Did  you  combat  that  idea? — A.  And  we  talked  over  the  amount 
and  left  the  price  between  $800  and  $900  a  ton. 

Q.  That  you  figured  out  afterwards? — A.  It  did  not  take  very 
long  to  figure  that  out. 

Q.  But  it  was  discussed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  at  so  much 
per  ton  ? — A.  I  don't  remember  that  it  was.  I  did  not  take  part  in 
the  conversation. 

Q.  Well,  he  says  it  was  not. — A.  I  don't  think  I  could  tell  that  con- 
versation there  at  all,  but,  as  I  remember  it,  I  had  no  part  in  it.  I 
am  quite  sure  that  Senator  Bulkeley  did  the  talking. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  to  Senator  Bulkeley  that  the  price  ought  to  be 
limited  to  any  specific  amount,  either  for  a  vessel  or  at  so  much  per 
ton? — A.  I  don't  think  I  had  any  talk  with  the  Senator  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  through  anybody  insist  that  the  price  for  that  Lake 
boat  should  be  limited? — A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Did  you  at  that  time  know  what  would  be  a  fair  price  for  the 
boat? — A/ 1  knew  what  the  testimony  had  been  of  these  three 
admirals. 
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Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  these  compilations  showing  the  cost  were 
not  made  until  after  that  date? — A.  Oh,  these  were  made  before. 
Well,  I  don't  know — no ;  the  compilations  were  not  made  bef  orer  but 
we  had  heard  Admiral  Bowles's  price  on  boats,  for  every  session  of 
Congress  I  have  been  on  the  Naval  Committee  it  has  been  Drought  up. 

Q.  When  you  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  asking  that  a 
part  of  that  contract  be  given  to  the  Lake  Boat  Company  you  did 
not  suggest  anv  price  in  your  letter  to  him,  did  you? — A.  I  think  I 
simply  asked  for  competition. 

Q.  You  did  not  ask  for  any  price? — A.  I  think  not  I  think  I  set 
forth  the  advantages  to  the  Department  of  having  competition. 

Q.  Of  course  the  letter  will  show  for  itself. — A.  Yes.  I  have  just 
gotten  the  tenor  of  it. 

Q.  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question  is  this :  "  Don't  you  know  that  the 
prices  of  all  vessels  contracted  for  to  the  Government  are  fixed  by  a 
ooard  of  construction,  composed  of  Admiral  Converse,  Admiral 
Capps,  Admiral  Rae.  Admiral  Mason,  and  Admiral  Coles?" — A.  I  do 
not  know  who  fixes  the  price ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  now  who  does  it? — A.  No,  sir.  I  will  take  Mr. 
Littleton's  word  for  it. 

Q.  The  question  is,  do  you  not  know,  and  you  answer  "  I  do  not 
know." — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  The  next  question  is :  "  Do  you  not  know  that  these  men  are 
men  of  great  knowledge  and  vast  experience?  " — A.  I  think  they  are; 
vast  experience  along  certain  lines.  I  do  not  know  that  they  have 
vast  experience  along  business  lines.  I  do  not  know  what  their 
shrewdness  is  as  to  letting  contracts.  I  believe  they  are  splendid 
officers. 

Q.  I  may  be  a  very  good  or  a  very  poor  lawyer,  and  you  may  be  a 
very  good  banker  and  representative  and  manager  of  the  business  of 
Lilley  &  Co.,  but  the  business  of  these  admirals  is  right  in  the  naval 
line,  isn't  it,  and  they  ought  to  know  more  as  to  submarines  than  we 
do? — A.  They  ought  to  know  more  about  building  a  ship  and  the 
technical  parts  than  a  man  would  get  by  going  to  West  J^oint  and 
being  brought  up  in  the  Navy,  but  to  my  mind  they  make  awful  poor 
business  men,  as  a  rule. 

Q.  Do  jou  suggest  that  these  men  are  deficient  in  business  ability ; 
in  the  business  that  the  naval  officers  in  their  business  are  employed 
about  by  the  Government  to  attend  to? — A.  Their  training  has  not 
been  along  business  lines. 

Q.  Along  what  business  line  would  you  claim  an  admiralty? — A. 
I  heard  an  admiral  say  in  reply  to  a  question  asked  him  by  a  member 
of  the  Naval  Committee,  when  we  were  visiting  the  yards  and  docks 
last  summer,  that  it  was  not  the  business  of  naval  officers  to  econo- 
mize. I  think  it  was  the  chairman  of  the  committee  that  asked  him 
if  we  could  make  any  economies  in  that  yard,  and  he  said  it  was  not 
a  naval  officer's  business  or  training  to  make  economies;  it  was  his 
business  to  spend  money. 

Q.  You  are  getting  off  onto  the  naval  yards  now. — A.  Officers  are 
trained  very  much  alike. 

Q.  I  will  ask  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question :  "  Do  you  know  of  any- 
body or  individual  better  qualified  to  determine  what  are  reasonable 
prices?  " — A.  Oh,  I  think  there  are  a  great  many  of  our  large  busi- 
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Bess  men  that  are  conducting  commercial  enterprises  that  could  drive 
a  much  better  bargain. 

Q.  What  kind  of  commercial  enterprises? — A.  Take  any  leading 
man  in  the  United  States  steel  corporation,  or  corporation  of  the 
same  nature;  they  know  all  about  manufacturing  and  have  been 
trained  business  men  instead  of  trained  to  serve  in  the  Army  or 
Kavy. 

Q.  Have  you  consulted  with  any  of  them  as  to  what  would  be  a 
hrir  cost? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question  is:  "Do  you  think  that  your 
opinion  as  to  cost  and  reasonable  profits  is  more  valuable  than  that 
n  the  board  of  construction  ? " — A.  Why,  I  think  we  could  have 
bought  those  boats  at  a  less  figure  than  $1,059  a  ton,  in  view  of  the 
testimony  that  had  been  given  by  Admiral  Bowles,  and  in  view  of 
(he  testimony  that  was  given  here  the  other  day  by  Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  He  said  that  he  ought  to  have  had  about  twice  as  much  for  his 
boat? — A.  I  did  not  hear  him  say  that. 

Q.  Mr.  Littleton's  next  question  is  this:  The  table  of  cost,  and 
to  forth,  submitted  by  you  to  this  committee,  shows  a  supposed  ex- 
cessive profit  of  $1,119,736.58."  Was  not  another  table  previously 
prepared  showing  a  supposed  excess  profit  of  $1,476,296  and  subse- 
quently corrected  by  further  computation? — A.  I  did  not  compile 
Bern.     I  could  not  tell  you. 

Q.  They  were  compiled  by  the  persons  you  have  mentioned  al- 
ready?— A.  The  only  person  I  know  of  is  my  secretary.  He  might 
bave  had  Mr.  NefPs  assistance. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Did  vou  verify  the  computations  by  these  men.  Neff  and  Web- 
ster?— A.  No;  I  did  not. 

■  Q.  You  took  their  figures  and  their  judgment  upon  those  compu- 
lations?— A.  I  looked  at  the  figures  and  looked  at  the  books  where 
jhey  had  marked  the  material,  but  as  to  the  additions  and  divisions, 
I  old  not. 

i  Q.  Did  you  examine  carefully  to  find  out  whether  they  had  used 
Ike  right  basis  for  putting  down  their  figures? — A.  Why,  the  figures 
|me  ali  printed. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  got  the  right  figures?  Do  you  know 
whether  they  were  used  in  the  right  way?— A.  A  graduate  of  Yale 
College  and  a  B.  A.  ought  to  be  able  to  make  the  right  figures.  I  con- 
fess l  did  not  add  up  the  figures. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  they  used  the  figures  in  the  way  that  the 
plan  who  made  the  figures  supposed  they  should  be  used? — A.  I  did 
bot  compile  those  figures  at  all. 

Q.  You  took  their  word,  and  the  judgment  of  those  two  young 
toen  as  the  basis  for  your  charges? — A.  I  took  the  judgment  of  one 
foung  man.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  other  voung  man  helped  or 
fiot 

Q.  I  will  read  you  the  statement  of  Admiral  Capps  before  this  com- 
mittee, at  page  290  of  this  record :  "  Then  I  will  take  your  last  ques- 
tion first*  and  state  that  the  Navy  Department,  and  not  Congress, 
fixes  the  unit  price  of  submarine  boats,  and  that  so  long  as  I  hold  mv 
present  office  I  shall  not  be  a  party  to  any  recommendation  which 
would  give,  on  a  contract  of  this  character,  a  profit  which  would  be, 
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as  indicated  in  your  question,  so- grossly  in  excess  of  what  might  b 
considered  a  fair  profit.'5  You  understand  from  that,  then,  tha 
Admiral  Capps  states  that  it  is  the  Navy  Department  and  not  Con 
gress  that  fixes  the  unit  price  of  this  work,  do  you? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  Do  you  dispute  that  statement? — A.  I  dispute  as  to  whetha 
Admiral  Capps  would  let  a  contract  as  well  as  some  other  me 
would  let  it,  just  as  much  as  I  would  dispute  one  man  buying 
horse  as  cheap  as  another. 

Q.  Do  you  dispute  that  it  is  the  business  of  the  Navy  Departmex 
and  the  duty  of  the  Navy  Department  to  fix  the  price  rather  than  fc 
Congress  to  fix  it? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  I  read  you  again  what  Admiral  Capps  states  on  page  291 :  "  TJs 
best  we  can  do  is  to  compare  prices  on  these  boats  with  those  of  sin 
ilar  work  performed  on  other  vessels,  and  as  the  Navy  Departmei 
has  complete  authority  to  contract  for  or  not  to  contract  for  sue 
boats,  it  would  use  its  best  judgment  Of  course  if  it  fails  to  coi 
tract  for  any  boats  it  could  refer  the  matter  to  Congress  and  leai 
with  Congress  the  responsibility  for  additional  action,  if  such  bi 
came  necessary.  The  Department  must  take  the  responsibility  < 
determining  whether  the  price  is  a  reasonable  one."  Do  you  dispul 
that?— A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not.  These  two  questions  are  practical! 
alike,  I  should  judge,  and  I  want  to  correct  my  previous  answer  an 
say  this :  That  if  Congress  appropriates  a  certain  amount  of  mon€ 
for  a  certain  number  of  boats,  and  instructs  that  those  boats  shall  I 
contracted  for,  I  should  assume  that  the  Department  was  obliged  1 
follow  the  instructions  of  Congress  and  contract  for  those  boats. 

Q.  So  if  Admiral  Capps  says  to  the  contrary  you  dispute  his  stati 
ment? — A.  I  certainly  do  not.    That  is  new  information  to  me. 

Q.  Admiral  Capps  has  stated,  on  page  291,  that  the  Navy  Depar 
ment  has  complete  authority  to  contract  for  or  not  contract  for  an 
3uch  boats  as  it  might  use,  in  its  best  judgment,  and  if  it  does  m 
contract  for  any  boats  under  an  appropriation  it  refers  the  matter  1 
Congress  and  puts  the  responsibility  on  Congress.  Do  you  disput 
that  right  or  power  or  privilege  of  the  Navy  Department? — A.  I  d 
not  dispute  a  thing  Admiral  Capps  says  so  far  as  such  questions  i 
these  go. 

Q.  If  that  be  true,  and  the  full  power  and  responsibility  was  c 
the  Navy  Department,  which  had  the  right  to  reject  all  bids  or  acce] 
the  bids  in  such  manner  as  they  saw  fit,  do  you  know  whether  th« 
rejected  the  bids  or  referred  the  matter  to  Congress,  whether  tie  Nat 
Department  has  within  the  last  two  years  rejected  bids  and  referrt 
the  matter  to  Congress  concerning  submarines? — A.  I  haven't  as 
knowledge  whatever. 

Q.  You  know  they  have  not  done  that,  don't  you  ? — A.  That  is  ffl 
belief  that  they  have  not. 

Q.  As  Mr.  Littleton  points  out,  and  as  Secretary  Metcalf  testific 
the  responsibility  for  preparing  these  contracts  and  consulting  with  d 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  the  making  and  final  signing  of  a  contract 
with  the  board  on  construction,  of  which  Admiral  Converse  is  head,  an 
the  other  admirals  named.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  on  page  302',  te 
tifies  that  this  is  the  technical  board,  upon  whose  judgment  he  relies  i 
making  these  contracts.  Admiral  Capps  testified  on  page  292:  tt 
think  an  exact  determination  of  the  cost  is  exceedingly  difficult,  to 
the  board  on  construction  used  its  best  judgment  and  arbitrarily  r* 
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amended  a  reduction  in  the  contract  price  of  the  smaller  boats  of 
|B7,000  for  each  boat,  and  in  the  case  of  the  larger  boat  of  $19,000 
far  each  boat."  Now  you  say  that  there  is  an  excessive  profit 
|rf  a  million  dollars  in  about  $3,000,000  of  construction,  or  about  33 
|er  cent.  You  charge,  then,  that  this  board  in  making  a  reduction 
M  $27,000  for  the  small  boats  and  $19,000  for  the  larger  boats,  was 
lerelict  in  its  duty  and  that  they  should  have  caused  a  reduction  of 
It  least  $120,000  for  each  boat,  do  you  ?— A.  I  do  not  charge  that  they 

C*  derelict  in  their  duty,  but  I  would  rather  say  that  they  were 
led.  I  know  of  a  man  that  asked  $800  for  a  horse,  and  he  was 
offered  $250  and  he  finally  took  it.  When  they  offered  $27,000  they 
Wight  to  have  offered  them  $100,000  less,  and  they  ought  not  to  have 
listened  to  the  blandishments  of  those  who  say  they  were  losing 
|»oney.  I  do  not  think  he  drove  a  sharp  bargain.  I  think  he  ought 
p  get  it  c^own  where  it  belongs. 

^Q.  You  charge,  then,  that  Kear- Admiral  Converse,  Rear- Admiral 
ptae,  Rear- Admiral  Mason,  Rear- Admiral  Cowles,  and  Rear- Admiral 
Oapps  were  fooled  and  cheated  to  the  extent  of  $120,000  on  each  boat 
b making  those  contracts  to  you? — A.  I  would  not  say  that,  no;  Mr. 
Stevens. 

Q.  That  is  what  it  means,  ins*t  it? — A.  I  would  say  that  those  men 
be  splendid,  able  naval  officers,  and,  in  my  opinion,  are  not  trained 
kaness  men  and  not  the  men  to  cope  with  the  people  representing 
|be  Electric  Boat  Company.  They  are  not  shrewd  enough  for  them. 
I  Q.  I  read  this  statement  on  page  296  of  Admiral  Capps's  testi- 
mony :  a  This  board,"  and  by  this  board  he  means  the  board  on  con- 
traction, "  used  every  means  it  could  to  determine  a  fair  estimate  of 
tt»t  and  a  fair  proportion  of  profit.  We  simply  used  our  best  judg- 
ment and  cut  down  the  bid  prices  very  considerably,"  You  charge  that 
?at  statement  is  incorrect  and  false  of  Admiral  Capps,  do  you  ?--A. 
do  not 
[  Q.  You  charge  that  because  they  did  not  cut  down  the  price 
1120,000,  instead  of  $27,000,  that  they  were  fooled  and  cheated,  and 
feat  that  statement  that  I  have  read  to  you  is  incorrect,  do  you  i — A. 
I  do  not  charge  anything,  but,  in  my  opinion,  these  men  are  not 
Arewd  at  driving  a  bargain.  They  are  not  equal  to  cope  along  busi- 
ness lines  with  the  agents  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  But  in 
Idling  a  ship  and  doing  anything  they  know  how  to  do,  I  will  say 
ftat  they  are  among  the  ablest  in  this  country. 
!  Q.  These  contracts  were  obliged  to  be  supervised,  investigated,  and 
proved  and  signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  among  them 
•we  Secretary  Long,  Secretary  Morton,  Secretary  Bonaparte,  and 
Secretary  Metcalf .  You  charge  that  these  men  have  so  little  business 
ttperience,  are  so  easy  to  be  fooled  and  cheated,  that  they  allowed 
contracts  involving  about  $3,000,000  to  contain  more  than  $1,000,000 
•f  excessive  profit,  do  you? '  In  addition  to  fooling  and  cheating  the 
general  board,  do  you  also  say  that  these  various  Secretaries  were  also 
fooled  and  cheated? — A.  I  have  not  said  cheated. 

Q.  Isn't  that  what  it  means  if  the  Government  was  obliged  to  pay 
J8  per  cent  excessive  profit,  has  not  the  Government  been  cheated? 
I«  there  any  way  of  dodging  it?  Has  not  the  Government  been 
Seated? — A.  I  think  the  Government  had  paid  too  much  money. 
1  do  not 
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Q.  If  it  has  paid  $1,000,000  of  excessive  profit  in  $3,O0O,0C 
worth  of  contracts,  has  not  the  Government  been  cheated? — A-  Thi 
is  your  language.  I  am  perfectly  willing  that  you  should  assunc 
that 

Q.  What  do  you  say  about  it? — A.  I  say  they  were  not  shrew 
enough  to  cut  off  the  money  they  could  have.  They  cut  off  $27,00 
but  I  think  they  were  asked  two  prices,  and  if  they  had  cut  in  ta 
in  the  middle,  and  started  from  there  as  a  basis,  that  they  might  hai 
gotten  together  and  cut  it  down  to  about  where  they  belong. 

Mr.  Howard.  You  think  they  could  not  make  a  good  nutmc 
trade? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  charge  then  that  a  man  like  Mr.  Morton A.  Did  M 

Morton  sign  any  contracts  for  these  boats? 

Q.  You  charge  a  man  like  Mr.  Morton,  as  Secretary  of  the  Nav; 
upon  the  advice  of  a  technical  board,  the  names  of  some  bf  whom' 
have  read  to  you,  has  so  little  business  capacity  that  he  was  foole 
and  cheated  to  the  extent  of  more  than  $100,000  per  boat,  do  you,  ot 
of  a  $300,000,000  contract?— A.  I  think  he  signed  the  contract  t 
you  state,  on  the  advice  of  the  department  on  construction.  I  do  n< 
think  Mr.  Morton  ever  devoted  time  enough  to  get  down  to  the  bus 
ness  part  of  that  proposition. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Morton? — A.  I  know  he  is  a  very  able  bus 
ness  man,  but  he  was  not  there  long  enough  to  get  acquainted  wit 
the  needs  of  the  Department. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  business  he  had  before  he  was  the  Secretar 
of  the  Navy? — A.  He  ran  a  great  railroad,  rebating,  I  understand. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  business  he  undertook  after  he  left  the  Nav 
Department? — A.  He  is  conducting  a  great  life  insurance  compan 
in  the  city  of  New  York. 

Q.  Now,  I  want  to  know  if  a  man  like  Mr.  Secretary  Morton  hi 
so  little  business  capacity,  that  on  a  $3,000,000  contract  for  whic 
he  is  responsible,  that  he  allows  the  people  that  he  represents  to  h 
cheated  to  the  extent  of  $1,000,000  in  a  $300,000,000  contract?  I  as 
if  you  believe  Secretary  Morton  is  that  kind  of  a  business  man!- 
A.  I  don't  believe  he  had  but  mighty  little  to  do  with  that  contract. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  that  he  jjives  so  little  supervision  over  his  busi 
ness  affairs  ? — A.  I  do  not  believe  he  got  acquainted  with  the  busine* 
affairs  of  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  that  Secretary  Morton  is  that  kind  of  a  busine? 
man,  and  gives  so  little  consideration  over  the  business  affairs  ovc 
which  he  has  charge,  and  for  which  he  is  responsible,  that  he  allow 
the  people  he  represents  to  be  cheated  out  of  $100,000  in  a  $300,000,00 
transaction  ? — A.  Why,  I  did  not  say  that.  I  do  not  believe  that  Mi 
Morton  ever  looked  into  the  question. 

Q.  You  believe  that  he  allows  his  business  to  be  done  in  that  waj 
that  he  will  not  look  into  these  things  to  the  extent,  and  that  he  sign 
his  name  to  the  extent  of  allowing  his  people  to  be  cheated  $100,00 
on  a  $300,000,000  transaction  ?— A.  He  was  not  there  long  enough  t 
look  into  it. 

Q.  I  mean  to  sav  that  is  the  way  you  charge  he  did  his  busines 
and  that  is  the  kind  of  a  man  he  is,  do  you? 
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!  Mr.  Thurston.  Might  I  suggest  one  thing,  so  that  you  may  not 
i|et  the  figures  wrong?  You  spoke  of  Mr.  Morton's  awarding  or  los- 
ing a  million  dollars  out  of  a  $3,000,000  appropriation.  The  appro- 
pnation  he  disposed  of  was  $250,000  for  four  boats. 
i  Q.  Of  course  in  saying  $3,000,000  I  am  speaking  of  the  contracts 
[that  have  been  let  during  the  last  five  or  six  years.  But  it  does 
j  amount  to  33  per  cent  on  each  boat  that  Secretary  Morton  signed  a 
i contract  for,  does  it  not? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  the  amount  of 
the  contract  was.  Eight  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  for  four 
fboats— how  many  tons  were  they — if  you  want  to  do  a  little  example 

in  arithmetic 

Q.  I  will  read  you  further  what  Admiral  Capps  says  about  the 
(question  of  tonnage.  Admiral  Capps  states  on  page  304  of  the  testi- 
mony, "As  I  said  before,  cost  based  solely  upon  tonnage  is  mislead- 
;ing  and  is  really  inaccurate,  since  you  must  consider  the  fittings  of 
the  boat  and  its  general  characteristics,  including  heat,"  etc.  Ad- 
imiral  Capps  stated  that  upon  oath  to  this  committee.  He  said 
further  that  that  judgment  and  that  fact  was  the  basis  of  the  action 
of  the  board  in  awarding  these  contracts.  You  charge,  then,  that  this 
(basis  used  by  the  board  in  awarding  these  contracts  is  grossly  inju- 
irious  to  the  Government,  is  wrong,  is  unfounded,  and  that  the  board 
had  no  business  to  use  such  basis,  do  you? — A.  The  only  basis  I  have 
iever  heard  of  is  the  per  ton  price. 

I  Q.  So  that  if  the  board  uses  another  basis  that  is  not  a  per  ton 
price,  vou  say  that  Admiral  Car>ps  and  Admiral  Converse  and  Ad- 
jniral  Mason  and  Admiral  Rae  did  not  know  their  business  in  using 
any  other  basis  than  the  one  you  are  figuring  on  ? — A.  I  would  not 
Mj  that  these  gentlemen  did  not  know  their  business  for  which  they 
were  trained  and  prepared  and  that  their  life  education  had  been 

Sent  in.  But  I  do  say  that  it  is  not  only  possible  but  probable  that 
bv  are  not  mentally  able  business  men,  to  figure  out  the  proper  cost 
and  amount  they  should  pay  for  vessels. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  entertained  those  views,  that  the  tonnage 
was  the  proper  basis  for  computing  cost? — A.  I  never  have  heard 
of  any  other  basis.  I  once  owned  an  eighth  interest  in  a  ship,  and  I 
know  the  cost  of  that  one  was  based  on  the  per  ton. 

Q.  So  that  these  admirals,  this  technical  board,  and  these  secre- 
taries, in  using  a  different  basis,  were  so  grossly  wrong  and  unfair  and 
unjust  to  the  Government  that  it  results  in  a  loss  of  33  per  cent  of 
excessive  profits  to  the  contractors  as  against  the  Government? — A. 
I  believe  that  these  gentlemen  are  most  loyal  to  the  Government, 
honest  and  straightforward,  of  very  high  standing.  I  am  not  im- 
pressed with  their  business  ability  if  they  allow  contracts  for  boats 
at  the  price  that  they  have  been  paying.  I  do  not  say  that  they  have 
not  done  the  best  they  could  with  their  faculties  along  these  lines — 
along  business  lines.  I  do  not  desire  to  cast  any  aspersions  or  any 
reflection  upon  the  character  of  any  man  in  the  Navy  from  the  Ad- 
miral down  to  the  sailors.  I  believe  they  are  the  best  there  are  in 
the  world. 

Q.  You  admit  that  they  are  honest? — A.  Absolutely. 

Q.  So  that  when  Admiral  Capps  states,  as  he  does,  on  page  297, 
*  I  would  most  decidedly  not  recommend  the  making  of  contracts 
which  would  involve  anything  like  approaching  $1,000,000  of  exces- 
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sive  profits,"  you  charge  that  is  entirely  due  to  his  inefficiency,  his 
ignorance,  to  his  incapacity,  instead  of  corruption  ? — A.  Why,  so  far 
as  he  knows,  so  far  as  his  talents  go,  I  would  say  directly  to  the  con- 
trary ;  that  he  was  efficient  and  that  he  is  honest  and  that  he  did  the 
best  he  knew. 

Q.  But  he  did  make  that  awful  blunder? — A.  I  think  it  is  a 
mighty  poor  bargain. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  basis  of  your  charge  of  excessive  profits? — A. 
Why,  I  think  there  has  been  an  excess  of  profit  of  the  amount  that  I 
state. 

Q»  We  have  gone  over  the- basis  of  your  charge,  have  we? — A. 
Pretty  fairly,  I  should  judge. 

Q.  So  that  your  information,  based  upon  the  facts  compiled  by 
these  two  men,  is  the  basis  for  the  charge  on  your  part,  as  against 
the  conduct  and  testimony  of  the  officers  of  the  Navy  for  the  past 
fifty-seven  years,  and  all  of  the  admirals,  all  the  different  boards  of 
construction,  and  the  heads  of  technical  bureaus  during  that  same 

time?     Now,  I  want  to  ask  you,  Mr.  Lilley A.  Now,  I  don't  want 

to  let  that  go 

Q.  Now,  i  will  ask  you  this  question A.  You  assume  that  I  am 

answering  that. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  as  a  man  of  a  great  deal  of  experience,  and 
a  man  who  I  think  wants  to  be  fair  in  this  matter,  do  you  think  your 
position,  with  the  information  based  upon  what  you  have,  should  be 
compared  with  the  standing  and  knowledge  and  patriotic  work  that 

these  men  have  tried  to  do A.  I  think  that  these  men  are  no  more 

patriotic  than  Admiral  Bowles  or  Admiral  O'Neil,  and  they  are  all 
in  the  same  class.  I  think  Admiral  Bowles  is  far  superior  business 
man  than  most  of  the  naval  officers.  He  is  president  of  a  great  com- 
npay  and  does  a  large  business.  He  must  necessarily  have  a  better 
knowledge  of  costs. 

Q.  You  know  that  he  has  said  that  that  statement  of  his  was  in- 
accurate and  unfounded,  don't  you,  in  a  subsequent  statement? — A 
I  know  that  he  has  been  trying  to  get  better  prices. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  that  statement  of  his  that  you  rely  upon 
was  based  upon  insufficient  information  ? — A.  Why,  we  had  that  tes- 
timony here  a  day  or  two  ago. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that,  that  Admiral  Bowles  has  stated  that 
the  basis  he  used  was  upon  insufficient  information  ? — A.  I  feel  pos- 
itive  

Q.  You  can  answer  that  question  yes  or  no.  Did  he  not  state 
so  subsequently  to  that  statement? — A.  Admiral  Bowles? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Never  to  me. 

Q.  Of  course  he  did  not,  but  did  he  not  state  it  publicly  so  that 
it  is  of  record  ? — A.  I  have  not  heard  of  his  so  stating. 

Q.  He  made  that  statement,  didn't  he? — A.  But  it  is  a  far  dif- 
ferent proposition  now.  He  was  working  for  the  Government  then, 
and  he  is  working  for  the  other  people  now. 

Q.  I  ask  you  this  question  by  Mr.  Littleton :  "  Don't  you  know 
that  Admiral  Capps  is  a  naval  constructor,  and  that  it  is  a  part  of 
the  qualifications  of  every  naval  instructor  that  he  shall  have  tech- 
nical knowledge  regarding  the  construction  of  vessels  and  the  cost  of 
their  construction?" — A.  I  do  not  assume  by  any  means  that  the 
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fact  that  he  is  a  constructor  makes  a  shrewd  business  man  out  of 
him.    J  know  a  constructor  in  the  present  Congress,  but  he  may  not 

be  the  greatest  business  man 

Q.  So  you  are  willing  to  charge  upon  the  naval  establishment  of 
this  country,  upon  the  information  tnat  you  have,  that  as  a  matter 
of  military  and  naval  policy,  that  it  has  allowed  this  Government  to 
be  practically  swindled  out  of  33  per  cent  excessive  profit  on  $3,000,- 

000  worth  of  profit,  rather  than  investigate  or  inform  itself  concern- 
ing it  and  act  upon  such  information? — A.  If  I  had  the  power  and 
authority  I  would  not  let  anybody  trained  in  the  United  States  Navy, 
that  has  followed  the  sea  all  their  life,  to  make  any  bargains  whatever 
for  the  Government.  Rather  I  would  pick  out  tor  the  heads  of  the 
navy-yards  and  the  head  of  the  Navy  itself  people  who  are  able, 
practical,  hard-headed  business  men.  I  believe  that  would  be  a  sav- 
ing to  the  Government  of  millions  of  dollars.  I  do  not  think  these 
men  are  fitted  at  all  in  any  of  these  positions  to  drive  a  bargain. 

Q.  You  are  willing  to  charge  further  that  a  man  like  Secretary 
Morton,  a  man  like  Justice  Moody,  a  man  like  Secretary  Long,  and 
Attorney-General  Bonaparte,  or  Secretary  Metcalf,  with  their  varied 
business  experience  and  ability,  have  aided  and  abetted  the  Gov- 
ernment in  being  swindled  and  cheated  out  of  a  million  dollars  exces- 
sive profits  in  $3,000,000  worth  of  profits  in  the  last  eight  or  ten 
years?  Are  you  willing  to  charge  that  also? — A.  Nothing  of  the 
kind,  nothing  of  the  kind.  Each  one  of  these  men  was  an  able  busi- 
ness man,  but  he  did  not  have  long  enough  so  that  any  of  us  got 
acquainted  with  him,  or  so  that  he  got  acquainted  with  the  heads  of 
the  Departments.  The  others  are  able,  eminent  attorneys,  every  one 
of  them,  and  I  think  perhaps  that  the  best  man  in  the  bunch 

Q.  But  you  charge  that  the  able  business  man  was  swindled  and 
cheated  as  well  as  the  others? — A.  He  wras  not  here  long  enough  to 
find  out. 

Q.  You  charge  he  was  equally  swindled  and  cheated  with  the 
others? — A.  I  ao  not  charge  it.    I  charge  it  was  lack  of  knowledge. 

Q.  But  the  result  is  the  same;  you  charge  the  result  is  the  same?— 
A.  I  won't  say  that ;  he  was  not  here  long  enough. 

Q.  But  the  result  of  the  action  is  the  same  so  far  as  the  Govern- 
ment is  concerned? — A.  I  would  like  before  answering  that  question 
to  know  the  tonnage  of  those  four  vessels  that  he  signed  a  contract 
for,  and  the  amount  that  was  paid,  and  what  they  figured  per  ton. 

Mr.  Spear.  One  thousand  and  forty  dollars. 

A.  I  think  they  paid  too  much. 

Q.  Senator  Thurston  asked  this  question : 

Did  you  not  understand  that  the  bids  of  the  Lake  Company,  boat  for  boat,  of 
equal  or  greater  guaranteed  size,  speed,  power,  and  efficiency,  averaged  about 
1270  per  ton  less  than  the  bids  of  the  Electric  Company? 

A.  I  could  not  state  the  exact  amount,  but  I  know  they  were  less. 

1  know  they  were  in  that  neighborhood. 

Q.  That  is  approximately  correct,  as  you  understand? — A.  Ap- 
proximately. 
Q.  Another  question : 

In  all  business  affairs  the  construction  of  any  kind  be  secured  as*  low  with 
only  one  bidder  possible  as  where  there  is  full  and  open  competition  as  between 
rival  and  competing  construction  companies? 
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A.  Certainly  not. 

Q.  So  that  as  far  as  price  is  concerned  you  think  these  questions  of 
Senator  Thurston  state  about  the  facts? — A.  I  think  it  is  practically 
correct. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  In  your  testimony  before  us  you  began  by  reading  a  typewritten 
statement,  in  the  course  of  which  it  appears,  at  page  32  of  the  printed 
record  of  these  hearings,  after  you  had  been  sworn  and  taken  the 
witness  stand,  you  made  such  charges.    Then  you  say  this: 

I  also  submit,  as  one  of  the  facts  influencing  me  to  introduce  my  resolution, 
that  in  my  judgment,  under  special  and  exclusive  legislation,  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  and  its  predecessor  have  already  received  from  the  United  States  an 
excessive  profit  of  more  than  $1,000,000  for  the  construction  of  its  submarines. 

That  leaves  out  anything  now  under  construction  and  charges  spe- 
cifically that  the  company  has  already  received  from  the  United 
States  an  excessive  profit  of  more  than  a  million  dollars  for  the  con- 
struction of  its  submarines.  Do  you  still  insist  upon  that  ? — A.  Well, 
I  do  not  know  that  it  leaves  out 

Q.  It  says  "  have  already  received,"  and  then  you  go  on?  "  and  that 
under  the  supposed^  legislation  now  pending  it  will  receive  a  profit 
of  more  than  a  million  excessive,"  etc.,  "  for  the  construction  of  sub- 
marines provided  for."  That  means  $2,000,000  in  this  charge  of 
yours  ? — A.  No ;  the  second  charge  refers  to  the  passage  of  the  bill  by 
the  Naval  Committee,  does  it  not?  The  action  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee, if  that  became  a  law.  It  does  not  say  anything  about  the 
Naval  Committee,  but  it  does  say  they  have  already  received  an 
excessive  profit. 

Q.  That  was  your  statement  which  has  gone  out  to  the  world.— 
A.  The  contracts  have  been  signed  up  for  the  boats  which  are  now 
building,  so  it  is  in  effect.  They  may  have  not  gotten  all  the  money, 
but  in  effect  they  have  got  it ;  it  is  contracted  for.  The  Government 
has  got  to  pay  it,  and  those  figures  were  in  round  numbers. 

Q.  Do  you  withdraw  that  part  of  the  charge  that  they  have  already 
received  a  million  dollars  profit? — A.  They  have  in  effect,  what  they 
are  building,  the  contracts  are  made,  the  Government  is  tied  up  for 
that  amount.    Of  course  these  figures  there  were  in  round  numbers. 

Q.  But  this  language  is  not  in  round  numbers  j  it  is  very  specific, 
that  they  have  already  received. — A.  I  had  in  mind  what  they  had 
built  and  what  they  were  building. 

Q.  Speaking  now  of  what  I  understand  you  now  mean,  a  million 
dollars,  and  your  figures  show  a  million  and  a  half  or  thereabouts, 
of  profits  on  boats  already  built  and  under  contract,  do  you  still  ad- 
here to  your  charge  that  the  Government  has  paid  or  agreed  to  pav 
more  than  a  million  dollars  of  excessive  and  unjust  charges? — A.  l 
think  so. 

Q.  Then  you  think  that  this  Board  of  Construction  is  utterly  in- 
competent?— A.  Why,  I  would  not  say  they  were  utterly  incompe- 
tent.    I  think  they  are  competent  in  their  line  of  work. 

Q.  The  line  of  work  of  a  naval  constructor  is  to  construct  and  know 
what  it  costs  to  construct,  that  is  a  part  of  the  duties  of  a  naval  con- 
structor of  the  United  States. — A.  If  I  were  running  a  large  busi- 
ness, like  the  Navy  Department,  I  don't  think  I  should  want  to  engage 
any  of  those  gentlemen  to  let  contracts  for  me,  however  able  they  may 
be  along  the  lines  of  their  profession. 
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Q.  Then  you  do  charge  that  they  are  incompetent? — A.  I  do  not. 
1  charge  that  they  are  exceedingly  competent  so  far  as  they  know. 

Q.  But  they  do  not  know? — A.  Yes;  they  know  a  great  deal,  but 
it  is  along  naval  lines;  it  is  along  the  lines  that  they  were  trained 
to  know.  They  are  very  able  and  very  competent,  but  a  great  musi- 
cian is  not  always  a  man  you  would  pick  out  to  let  contracts  for 
submarine  boats  or  to  go  off  and  buy  a  house  for  you.  They  are 
very  talented  in  their  lines. 

Q.  If  you  were  going  to  employ  a  great  musician,  you  would  want 
somebody  who  had  studied  music,  wouldn't  you? — A.  I  would  want 
somebody  who  had  been  in  the  business. 

Q.  When  did  you  discover  that  there  was  this  excessive  and  unjust 
profit,  you  say  "  as  one  of  the  facts  inducing  me  to  introduce  my 
resolution?"  When  did  you  discover  it?  Did*  you  know  it  for 
some  time,  that  the  Government  was  not  getting  value  received  for 
its  money? — A.  I  had  believed  it  ever  since  I  went  on  the  Naval 
Committee. 

Q.  You  knew  it  before  you  went  on  the  Naval  Committee.  You 
were  on  the  Naval  Committee  in  1906  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  appropriation  for  that  year? — A.  A  million 
dollars,  if  I  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  vote  for  it?— A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  What  was  the  appropriation  of  1907? — A.  I  would  say  it  was 
$3,000,000. 

Q.  Although  you  knew  the  Government  was  not  getting  the  worth 
of  its  money? — A.  Well,  we  know  the  Government  is  not  getting  the 
worth  of  its  money  anywhere,  or  in  any  department,  for  that  matter, 

Q.  And  you  voted  for  it  also  in  the  committee  that  year? — A.  I 
think  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  at  that  time  know  what  it  cost  to  construct  these 
boats? — A.  I  do  not  remember  that  I  did  know  at  that  time.  I  do 
not  know  but  I  did. 

Q.  You  voted  for  $3,000,000  for  those  boats?— A.  I  voted  $3,000,000 
for  open  competition.  I  assumed  that  they  would  get  the  boats  at  a 
fair  price  and  open  competition. 

Q.  Is  .not  open  competition  leaving  it  to  these  very  naval  men  to 
decide  what  shall  be  paid  for  a  boat,  these  admirals? — A.  I  do  not 
think  so  at  all. 

Q.  Didirt  you  testify  here  the  other  day  that  you  "were  in  favor  of 
open  competition  because  you  thought  it  would  be  left  to  the  Navy 
Department? — A.  Certainly;  but  it  there  are  half  a  dozen  people 
in  the  field  it  will  not  take  a  very  shrewd  man  in  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment, unless  they  get  into  a  combination  with  one  another — it  won't 
take  a  very  shrewd  man  to  get  a  low  price.  I  believe  if  there  was 
one  in  the  field,  and  he  was  building  seven  or  eight  boats,  we  would 
be  getting  them  for  six  or  seven  hundred  a  ton  without  any  com- 
petitive bids. 

Q.  The  Government  did  not  do  much  better  with  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Company? — A.  It  got  a  bigger  boat. 

Q.  Can  you  make  a  bigger  boat  at  less  per  ton  than  you  can  a 
small  one? — A.  I  should  say  so,  but  I  am  not  qualified  to  answer 
that  question. 

Q.  You  are  a  business  man. — A.  I  will  say,  then,  that  you  can 
build  eight  a  good  deal  cheaper  than  you  can  one;  yes. 
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Q.  Can  you  build  a  bi<?  boat  cheaper  than  you  can  a  little  one  per 
ton?— A.  I  don't  know  about  that. 

Q.  What  would  you  think  about  it? — A.  I  would  think  it  could 
be.  But  there  mi<rht  be  something  about  the  construction  of  a  large 
boat  that  would  be  more  expensive. 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  you  another  question.  What  do  you  mean  by 
exclusive  legislation? — A.  Shutting  off  competition. 

Q.  What  legislation  was  that-  do  you  refer  to  the  act  of  1907? — 
A.  It  was  done  this  year;  it  was  attempted  in  other  years  in  the 
committee. 

Q.  It  must  have  been  other  years,  because  you  say  they  have  al- 
ready received  $1,000,000  excessive  profit  under  exclusive  legislation. 
Did  you  have  reference  to  the  legislation  of  1907? — A.  The  boat 
that  won  out  in  the  test  practically  had  exclusive  bids.  With  no 
boats  competing,  there  is  only  one  left  that  you  are  compelled  to  buy 
from,  and  they  have  an  exclusive  market. 

Q.  Do  you  refer  to  the  act  of  1907  ?— A.  The  act  of  1907 

Q.  Was  that  what  you  referred  to  here  by  exclusive  legislation? — 
A.  I  should  say  both  the  act — the  action  principally  of  the  Naval 
Committee  this  year. 

Q.  This  charge  does  not  have  reference  to  the  Naval  Committee's 
action  this  year,  because  it  says  that  the  company  has  already  received 
a  million  dollars'  excessive  profits  under  exclusive  legislation. — A. 
There  was  only  one  company  in  "the  field  last  year. 

Q.  I  simply  want  to  know  what  act  of  Congress  you  refer  to  as 
exclusive  legislation? — A.  I  referred  to  last  year,  probably. 

Q.  At  the  time  you  made  that  statement  here,  didn't  you  know  that 
the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  had  decided  that  that  was 
not  exclusive  legislation?  Did  you  not  know  that  the  Lake  Boat  Com- 
pany had  secured  a  contract  at  that  time,  and  didn't  you  help  get  the 
contract? — A.  He  did  not  decide  it,  as  I  understand  it,  until  after  he 
had  let  the  contract  for  seven  boats. 

Q.  But  he  had  decided  before  you  appeared  here? — A.  Well,  the 
contract  was  already  let  then  for  the  seven. 

Q.  Then,  if  two  companies  had  got  contracts,  it  was  not  entirely 
exclusive,  was  it? — A.  It  was,  so  far  as  seven  was  concerned,, I  think. 

Q.  Exclusive  as  to  them  and  exclusive  as  to  the  Lake  Boat  Com- 
pany, so  far  as  the  other  boat  was  concerned,  but  the  Attorney-Gen- 
eral decided  that  the  act  was  not  exclusive,  didn't  he? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  it  occurs  to  me  to  ask  you  another  question.  You  knew  he 
had  so  decided  at  the  time  you  were  before  us  upon  the  other  occasion, 
at  the  time  you  gave  your  testimony  before,  you  knew  he  had  so  de- 
cided?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  I  have  before  me  page  423  of  the  record  of  the  hearings, 
the  record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Naval  Committee  this  year,  11)08, 
and  it  appears  that  Mr.  Loudenslager  offered  as  a  resolution  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  contract  for 
eight  submarine  torpedo  boats,  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate 
$3,000,000,  and  the  sum  of  $1,000,000  is  hereby  appropriated  toward  said  pur- 
pose, and  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  all  such  boats 
shall  be  of  the  same  type  heretofore  determined  to  be  superior  as  a  result  of 
competitive  tests,  held  under  the  provisions  of  the  naval  appropriation  acts  ap- 
proved June  20.  1000.  and  March  2.  11)07,  unless  on  or  before  October  1,  100S,  a 
submarine  torpedo  boat  of  a  different  type,  and  of  full  size  for  naval  warfare, 
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fall  have  been  constructed  and  submitted  to  the  Navy  Department  for  like 
trial,  and  by  like  trial  to  said  Department  demonstrated  to  be  not  inferior  to 
lie  best  submarine  torpedo  boat  in  the  competition  above  referred  to. 

Then  came  a  substitute  from  Mr.  Hobson,  that  four  submarine 
boats  be  authorized  of  the  type  mentioned  in  the  above-mentioned 
resolution,  and  four  additional  submarine  boats  by  open  competitive 
tests  in  the  future.  Do  you  remember  how  you  voted  on  that? — A. 
I  did  not  vote. 

Q.  Why  not. — A.  There  was  no  use. 

Q.  Why?— A.  Well,  the  committee  stood  9  to  3. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  how  they  were  going  to  stand  until  after  the 
vote? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  could  have  gone  on  record,  anyway. — A.  I  just  did  not 
take  the  trouble. 

Q.  Now,  then,  Mr.  Padgett  offered  the  following  amendment,  which 
was  that  the  proviso  in  the  Loudenslager  motion  De  stricken  out,  and 
I  think  you  voted  in  the  affirmative? — A.  Voted  to  strike  it  out;  yes. 

Q.  You  voted  to  strike  out  the  proviso  which  seemed  to  you  to 
make  it  exclusive,  which  seemed  to  you  to  shut  out  competition? — A. 
I  think  that  that  motion  of  Loudenslager's  thus  amended  was  better 
than  the  way  the  original  motion  was,  but  if  the  amendment  had 
been  adopted  I  would  have  had  the  privilege  of  voting  the  whole 
thing  down. 

Q.  You  could  have  voted  as  you  pleased  after  that,  but  the  pro- 
viso which  was  eliminated  reads : 

All  such  boats  shall  be  of  tho  same  type  heretofore  determined  to  be  superior 
a«  the  result  of  the  competitive  tests  held  under  the  provisions  of  the  naval 
appropriation  act  of  June  20,  1906,  and  so  forth,  unless  on  or  before  October  1, 
1908,  a  better  boat  is  provided  for. 

That  proviso  you  voted  to  strike  out? — A.  I  did. 
Q.  Then  Mr.  Mudd  offered  the  following  substitution — that  is,  to 
strike  out  the  whole  Loudenslager  resolution  and  insert  this: 

Four  submarine  torpedo  boats,  to  be  contracted  for  under  such  competitive 
tests  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  prescribe,  $3,500,000,  of  which  the  sum 
of  $1,000,000  is  hereby  appropriated. 

Do  you  remember  how  you  voted  on  that? — A.  I  say  I  voted 

Q.  I  will  show  you  what  the  record  says:  the  record  says  in  the 
affirmative. 

The  vote  on  the  substitute  by  Mr.  Mudd  was  recorded  as  follows: 
In  the  affirmative,   Messrs.   Foss,   Mudd,   Lilley,   Ellis,   Padgett,   Hobson — 6. 
In  the  negative,  Messrs.  Loudenslager,  Butler,  Roberts,  Rates,  Thomas,  Daw- 
son, Gregg,  Talbott,  Lamar— 9 

That  was  the  Mudd  proposition  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  voted  for  that? — A.  I  naturally  would. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  this  has  bothered  me  a  little  to  understand.  You 
voted  against  or  proposed  to  vote  against  th$  appropriation  of 
$3,500,000  for  eight  submarine  boats,  and  yet  you  voted  for  an  appro- 

?riation  of  $3,500,000  for  four  boats.    How  do  you  explain  that  ( — A. 
Tell,  I  did  not  vote  for  $3,500,000  intentionally  or  knowingly. 
Q.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  you  fell  into  the  same  error  that  these 
admirals  do? — A.  I  understood  Mr.  Mudd's  motion  was  what  the 
Department  called  for,  but  I  do  not  recall  now  that  there  was  any 
price  attached  to  them. 
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Q.  There  is  no  price  per  boat  proposal,  four  submarines  to  be  con- 
tracted for  under  such  competitive  tests  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  may  prescribe,  $3,500,000,  and  for  that  you  voted? — A.  I  did 
not  intend  to  vote,  I  intended  to  vote  for  four  boats. 

Q.  That  price  would  come  nearer  covering  four  boats  at  the  price 
of  the  Lake  boat,  under  the  Lake  contract,  wouldn't  it? — A.  ]So;  I 
do  not  think  so. 

Q.  It  would  cover  eight  boats  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  con- 
tract price,  but  not  more  than  four  at  the  Lake  company's  price  ? — A, 
the  Lake  Company's  contract,  as  I  understand  it,  was  $400,000,  plus 
some  interest  money. 

Senator  Thurston.  Four  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars. 

Q.  Four  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars. — A.  He  allowed  them 
$50,000,  as  I  understand  it,  for  the  fact  that  the  Government  advanced 
nothing.  That  would  only  have  taken  half.  Mr.  Mudd  never  in- 
tended that  motion  to  be  that  way.  I  think  he  made  a  sort  of  rough 
draft  there  on  the  Sperry  amendment,  and  it  may  have  been  over- 
looked by  the  entire  committee.    I  am  sure  there  was  no 

Q.  If  your  committee  is  that  careless,  we  can  not  appoint  an^  ol 
you  Secretary  of  the  Navy. — A.  I  am  not  applying  for  the  position 
myself.  There  is  no  member  of  the  naval  committee,  in  my  opinion 
that  understood  Mr.  Mudd's  motion  in  that  way. 

Mr.  Howard.  Are  any  shrewd  business  men  on  that  committee? 

Q.  There  certainly  is  the  record  showing  six  of  you  voted  for  four 
boats,  three  millions  and  a  half? — A.  I  will  put  it  up  to  Mr.  Mudd. 
I  do  not  think  he  intended  that  motion  to  be  put  that  way.  These 
amendments  that  came  afterward  were  prepared  hurriedly  there. 

Q.  Well,  you  would  hardly  get  in  as  big  a  price  as  that  in  a  hurry, 
if  you  are  careful. — A.  I  do  not  think  I  voted  for  any  such  resolu- 
tion or  motion  as  that. 

Q.  There  is  the  sworn  record. — A.  I  think  there  is  some  mistake 
about  it. 

The  Chairman.  On  behalf  of  the  Lake  Cohipany,  Senator  Thurs- 
ton wants  this  question  asked :  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  prior  to  competi- 
tion between  rival  bidders  this  Government  was  compelled  to  pay 
$450  per  ton  for  armor  plate  to  the  extent  of  many  millions  when 
the  same  armor  plate  was  sold  to  the  Russian  Government  for  $300 
a  ton?     Do  you  know  anything  about  that? 

A.  I  don?t  know,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Just  one  word,  before  we  take  a  recess  until  10 
o'clock  to-morrow  morning.  One  word  about  the  evidence.  If  there 
is  any  other  evidence  that  can  be  submitted  to  the  committee,  or 
names  of  any  other  witnesses,  the  committee  would  like  to  have  them 
as  soon  as  possible,  and  on  this  charge  which  is  contained  on  page  32, 
which  I  will  read  again : 

I  also  submit  as  one  of  the  facts  influencing  me  to  introduce  my  resolution 
that  in  my  judgment,  under  social  and  exclusive  legislation,  the  Electric  Boat 
Company,  and  its  predecessor,  have  already  received  from  the  United  States  an 
excessive  profit  of  more  than  $1,000,000  for  the  construction  of  its  submarines. 

As  I  have  said,  the  committee  consider  that  one  of  the  most  serious 
specific  charges  in  your  sworn  testimony,  and  when  the  evidence  dis- 
closed the  small  total  amount  paid  for  submarines  appropriated  to 
the  date  of  that  charge  the  amount  of  excessive  profit  charged  become 
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even  more  shocking  than  it  did  when  first  made.  Now,  in  the  very 
nature  of  things  that  excessive  profit  could  only  have  been  due  to  one 
of  two  causes,  either  to  corruption  on  the  part  of  naval  officials  or  to 
ignorance  and  inefficiency.  Now,  the  committee  understand  that  you 
do  not  charge  that  this  was  due  at  all  to  the  corruption  on  the  part 
of  any  naval  official? 

A.  Not  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  Permit  me  to  ask  these  questions  for  a  short 
categorical  answer.  The  committee  understand  that  you  do  not 
charge  that  this  excessive  profit  was  due  in  any  way  to  the  corruption 
on  the  part  of  any  officials  of  the  Navy  Department  ? 

A.  I  do  not. 

The  Chairman.  The  reason  for  the  committee  wishing  your  posi- 
tive sworn  statement  on  that  is  this :  If  you  charge  that  that  was  due 
in  any  way,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  corruption  of  anybody  con- 
nected with  the  Navy  Department  by  the  Electric  Boat"  Company,- 
this  committee  would  not  adjourn  until  it  had  ferreted  that  out  to 
I  the  bottom,  if  the  committee  sat  here  all  summer.  And  another 
i  thing  in  connection  with  it,  if  there  was  any  such  charge  as  that,  it 
irould  indicate  what  book  ought  to  be  produced  in  order  to  show 
money  that  was  used  in  any  such  corruption,  and  I  will  say  on  behalf 
of  the  committee  in  this  connection  that  all  oral  testimony  which  has 
been  taken  must  be  used  as  the  basis  for  the  books  which  were  to  be 
produced,  and  the  fullest  possible  oral  testimony  showing  what  books 
will  substantiate  the  sworn  testimony  is  necessary  as  a  basis,  and  you 
can  realize  through  the  advice  of  counsel  that  if  there  is  any  such 
\  testimony  it  should  be  in  the  hands  of  the  committee  before  demands 
for  the  books  are  made.  Now,  the  committee  understand  that  you 
charge  none  of  this  excessive  profit  to  any  corruption  of  any  of  the 
officials  of  the  Navy  Department? 

A.  Not  at  all. 
j    The  Chairman.  Then  in  the  very  nature  of  things  it  must  be  due 
!  to  the  ignorance  or  inefficiency,  not  in  naval  matters,  not  in  naviga- 
tion or  gunnery,  but  to  ignorance  or  inefficiency  as  practical,  financial 
business  men? 

A.  Lack  of  business  ability  and  not  enough  competition.  I  wish, 
however,  to  say 

The  Chairman.  If  you  will  permit  first,  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mittee, I  will  finish  this.  We  are  perfectly  in  accord  now,  if  you  are 
still  convinced  that  there  has  been  $1,000,000  excessive  profit,  not- 
withstanding the  testimony  of  Admiral  Capps  and  Secretary  Met- 
calf,  but  that  you  think  it  is  due  to  the  practical  business  inefficiency 
of  the  officials  of  the  Navy  Department  ? 

A.  Lack  of  business 

The  Chairman.  Lack  of  business  efficiency  on  the  part  of  the  Navy 
Department. 

A.  The  million  dollars  involves  the  present  contract,  however,  in 
round  numbers. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  absolutely  a  mere  detail ;  but  that  the  ex- 
cessive profit,  whatever  it  is  and  in  whatever  contract,  you  now  say 
for  the  benefit  of  the  committee,  is  due  to  practical  business  ineffi- 
ciency? 

A.  And  lack  of  competition. 
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The  Chairman.  And  solely  to  that? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  So  that  so  far  as  the  duty  of  this  committee  is  con- 
cerned in  investigating  that  charge  they  are  at  an  end,  are  they  not! 
In  other  words,  can  this  committee  examine  any  further  into  the  pres- 
ent inefficiency  of  the  Department  ? 

A.  No ;  I  think  not. 

The  Chairman.  If  that  is  your  opinion,  it  would  be  merely  a  mat- 
ter of  opinion  between  you  and  other  witnesses? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  adjourn  until  10  o'clock  to- 
morrow morning. 

(The  committee  thereupon  adiourned  until  to-morrow  (Saturday) 
morning,  April  18,  1908,  at  10  o  clock.) 
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Select  Committee  Under  House  Resolution  288, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C,  Saturday,  AprU  18, 1908. 
The  committee  met  at  10  o'clock  a.  m. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  BroussarcL 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

REPRESENTATIVE  GEORGE  L.  LILLEY— Recalled. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you  proceed  with  the  examina- 
tion of  Mr.  Iilley? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  referring  again  to  yesterday's  testimony,  you  were 
i  present  when  Mr.  Webster  testified,  were  you  not? — A.  Yes. 
,  Q.  He  testified  that  House  resolution  255,  introduced  by  yourself, 
swas  prepared  by  him ;  that  is,  that  the  work  on  it  was  done  by  him 
jand  that  you  gave  him  directions  or  submitted  a  draft  to  him-  you 
told  him  what  you  wanted  done  before  you  went  to  Connecticut,  which 
occurred  on  Tnursday,  February  13.  Is  that  correct? — A.  I  do  not 
|  know  as  to  dates,  Mr.  Olmsted.  I  would  not  attempt  to  fix  any  date. 
It  was  some  days  before  we  fixed  the  resolution  that  I  asked  him  to 
prepare  one. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  date  you  went  to  Connecticut? — A.  I 
do  not 

Q.  I  think  he  said  you  went  to  New  York  on  business  before  you 
went  to  Connecticut.  Does  that  help  you  to  remember  the  date  at 
all?— A.  I  think  I  could  fix  that  date.  Could  you  tell  me  what  day 
Sunday  came? 

Q.  Sunday  would  come  on  the  16th. — A.  Well,  I  went  to  Connecti- 
cut along  about  the  13th:  about  the  13th,  I  should  say. 

Q.  That  agrees  with  Mr.  Webster's  testimony.  Did"  you  go  to  New 
York  before  you  went  to  Connecticut? — A.  I  went  from  New  York 
to  Connecticut,  but  I  dcm't  think  I  stopped  in  New  York  to  transact 
any  business. 

Q.  Then  some  time  before  you  went  to  Connecticut  you  suggested 
this  matter  to  Mr.  Webster  and  gave  him  whatever  draft  you  cud  give 
him? — A.  That  is  my  recollection. 

Q.  Can  you  state  how  long  before? — A.  No;  I  can  not. 

Q.  He  said  within  a  few  days,  or  within  a  short  time  before  you 
went  there? — A.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  submitted  anything  to  him  in 
writing,  typewriting,  or  with  the  pen? — A.  No;  I  did  not,  but  I  just 
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outlined  to  him  what  I  wanted  and  asked  him  to  look  up  resolutions 
of  a  similar  character,  and  when  he  submitted  his  draft  to  me  I  made 
some  changes  in  it.    1  do  not  just  recall  what  they  were. 

Q.  That  corresponds  with  his  testimony  exactly. — A.  And  I  am 
not  sure  whether  it  was  not  changed  more  than  once  before  I  finally 
introduced  it. 

Q.  With  whom  did  you  tell  him  to  consult  about  the  matter  or 
confer  about  the  matter? — A.  I  did  not  tell  him  to  consult  with  any- 
body.   I  told  him  to  look  it  up. 

Q.  I  think  you  said  yesterday — I  know  you  said  yesterday — that 
you  consulted  with  three  or  four  Members  of  the  House  before  you 
introduced  the  resolution. — A.  Yes;  after  it  was  drawn.  My  recol- 
lection is  that  the  only  people  who  ever  saw  the  resolution  or  knew 
that  it  was  drawn  up  or  was  to  be  introduced  was  some  Members 
of  the  House. 

Q.  Who  were  they? — A.  Mr.  Sherman,  Mr.  Payne,  Mr.  Dalzell,  and 
Caotain  Hobson  are  all  that  I  recall. 

Q.  I  thought  you  mentioned  one  or  two  others  in  your  first  testi- 
money,  on  the  9th  of  March. — A.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Q.  I  thought  you  mentioned  one  Member  from  Ohio. — A.  A  Mem- 
ber from  Ohio  I  do  not  think  ever  saw  the  resolution  untjl  after  it 
was  introduced. 

Q.  I  mean  whether  you  mentioned  the  subject-matter? — A.  Not 
until  after  it  was  introduced.  I  do  not  remember  any  conversation 
with  him. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  about  when  you  talked  with  these  gentlemen 
you  hame? — A.  Mr.  Payne  and  Mr.  Dalzell,  the  morning  of  the  daj 
1  introduced  it,  I  think  I  showed  it  to  them. 

Q.  Then  did  you  show  it  to  them  in  the  form  in  which  you  intro- 
duced it  ? — A.  I  think  so.  I  do  not  think  I  changed  it  after  that — it 
might  have  been,  though.  That  was  in  the  morning;  I  introduced  it 
about  2  o'clock. 

Q.  It  was  in  the  morning  that  you  talked  with  them  about  it? — A 
I  think  so — in  the  morning,  soon  after  the  House  came  in. 

Q.  Mr.  Webster  says  he  made  the  final  copy  with  the  view  to  pul 
in  the  basket;  he  said  he  finished  it  about  1  o'clock  that  day. — A 
Well,  I  would  think  that  it  was  a  little  earlier  than  that;  I  would 
think  that  I  took  that  with  me  when  I  went  over  to  the  House,  bu1 
I  won't  be  positive  about  that. 

Q.  That  is  important.  I  simply  wanted  to  know  whether  yoi 
showed  them  the  final,  the  exact  resolution  that  you  introduced,  oi 
whether  you  modified  it  somewhat  after  you  showed  it  to  them? — A 
I  do  not  think  it  was  modified ;  it  may  have  been.  I  changed  it  tw< 
or  three  times. 

Q.  When  did  you  show  it  to  Captain  Hobson?— A.  On  the  morn 
inff  that  I  introduced  it. 

Q.  Had  you  shown  it  to  him  before  that?— A.  I  think  not.  I  me 
him  at  the  White  House  and  we  came  out  together.  My  remem 
brance  is  that  while  walking  up  from  there— I  think  we  walked  U 
the  Capitol — I  showed  it  to  him. 

m  Q.  Had  you  had  any  conversation  with  him  on  the  subject  of  th 
investigation  prior  to  that  time?— A.  No;  I  think  not.  No;  I  d 
not  think  I  ever  talked  with  anyone  except  Mr.  Sherman  until  thi 
morning  of  the  day— I  won't  say  the  morning— somewhere  aroun< 
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noon,  or  after  the  House  came  in  or  before.    I  showed  it  to  Captain 
Hotoon  before  the  House  came  in. 

Q.  I  do  not  mean  about  this  particular  resolution,  but  the  subject 
of  any  resolution? — A.  No;  I  do  not  recall  showing  it  to  anyone 
except  Mr.  Sherman. 

Q.  Did  you  give  your  secretary,  Mr.  Webster,  any  directions  to 
talk  with  any  person  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

A.  Of  course,  you  do  not  know  whether  he  did  talk  or  not  ? — A.  I 
think  he  testified  yesterday  that  some  newspaper  man  had  a  copy, 
i  but  never  by  any  authority  from  me ;  but  I  guess  that  was  after 
!  the  resolution  had  been  introduced. 

|    Q.  Did  you  say  to  any  member  of  the  Naval  Committee  about  the 

I  time — I  do  not  remember  the  date — about  the  time  the  action  was 

j  taken  in  the  committee  on  submarines,  on  that  portion  of  the  naval 

!  bill,  did  you  say  to  any  member  of  the  Naval  Committee  that  you 

would  call  for  an  investigation  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having  said  so ; 

still  I  may  have;  I  do  not  recall  it.    Things  were  a  little  heated  that 

morning.    I  would  not  attempt  to  say  all  that  was  said  there,  while 

I  do  not  recall  having  said  those  words.  » 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  about  introducing  a  resolution? — A.  I 
do  not  recall  having  said  anything  about  it. 

I  Q.  Or  anything  about  having  the  matter  investigated? — A.  I  do 
!  not  recall,  but  I  would  not  say  that  I  did  not.  I  do  not  recall  having 
j  made  any  such  statement. 

Q.  Did  you  say  that  unless  there  was  open  competition  provided 
for  anything  of  that  kind  would  occur? — A.  I  do  not  recall  making 
any  statement  of  that  kind.  I  talked  about  open  competition,  always 
have,  not  only  in  submarines,  but  in  everything  else. 

Q.  But  you  do  not  recall  whether,  in  the  heated  condition  of  affairs 
about  that  time  in  the  Naval  Committee,  you  did  say  that  unless  open 
competition  was  provided  in  the  naval  bill  you  would  feel  that  you 
ought  to  cause  an  investigation? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having  had  any 
such  conversation  with  anyone;  still,  I  would  not  swear  positively 
that  I  may  not  have  said  something  that  might  be  construed  into  that, 
but  I  have  no  recollection  of  speaking  of  the  investigation.  I  know 
that  open  competition  was  talked  of  a  great  deal,  but  so  far  as  that 
was  concerned,  whether  it  would  be  open  competition  or  saying  I  had 
not  expected  to  vote  for  any  such  number  of  submarines,  would  not 
have,  and  voted  against  the  whole  of  them  in  the  House  yesterday, 
even  with  open  competition 

Q.  Against  any  submarines? — A.  I  voted  against  any  submarines. 

Q.  How  did  you  vote  on  subsurface  boats? — A.  In  the  committee 
I  voted  to  leave  with  the  Department  the  opportunity  to  buy  one  if 
they  thought  it  was  wise;  to  buy  one  provided  these  people  built 
and  it  came  up  to  the  requirements  that  they  claimed  for  it. 

Q.  You  voted  for  Mr.  Hobson's  proposition  appropriating  $4^5,000 
to  contract  for  the  purchase  of  one  destroyer  or  torpedo  boat  of  the 
type  known  as  subsurface,  semisubmerged,  or  the  like,  the  essential 
reature  of  which  is  to  have  during  its  operation  some  portion  of  its 
hull  or  superstructure  always  on  or  above  the  surface,  such  vessel  to 
cost  not  to  exceed  $400,000,  and  one  small  vessel  to  cost  not  to  exceed 
$22,500 — two  small  boats? — A.  I  do  not  think  that  I  voted  for  more 
than  one  of  them. 
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Q.  You  are  right.  The  motion  was  divided  so  that  the  $400,000 
boat  proposition  was  voted  for  by  itself. — A.  That  does  not  direct 
the  Secretary  to  buy  it,  does  it? 

Q.  I  will  read  from  the  minutes  of  that  meeting: 

The  following  motion  was  made  by  Mr.  Hobson : 

"  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  Is  hereby  authorized,  In  his  discretion,  to  con- 
tract for  or  purchase  one  destroyer  or  torpedo  boat  of  the  type  known  as  sab- 
surface,  semlsubmerged  (or  the  like),  the  essential  feature  of  which  Is  to  have 
during  its  operation  some  portion  of  the  hull  or  superstructure  always  on  or 
above  the  surface,  such  vessel  to  cost  not  to  exceed  $400,000,  and  to  have  a 
speed  not  less  than  22  knots;  also  for  two  small  vessels  of  like  type  having  a 
speed  of  not  more  than  16  knots  and  to  cost  not  to  exceed  $22,500  each  -.Provided, 
That  before  any  vessel  of  the  type  provided  for  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  pur- 
chased or  contracted  for  a  vessel  of  such  type  shall  have  been  constructed  com- 
plete and  of  full  size  for  naval  warfare  and  submitted  to  the  Navy  Department 
for  such  trial  and  tests  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may,  in  his  discretion, 
prescribe,  and  as  the  result  of  such  tests,  be  demonstrated  to  have  fulfilled  all 
the  reasonable  requirements  of  naval  warfare  for  a  vessel  of  its  class,  and  for 
these  vessels  the  sum  of  $445,000  is  hereby  appropriated  to  be  available  until 
expended." 

The  motion  was  carried  that  the  motion  of  Mr.  Hobson  be  divided  so  that  a 
vote  be  taken  on  the  one  large  vessel  alone  and  the  two  smaller  vessels  com- 
bined, but  separate  from  the  larger  vessel.  The  vote  on  the  larger  vessel  men- 
tioned in  the  motion  of  Mr.  Hobson  was  recorded  as  follows : 

In  the  affirmative:  Messrs.  Loudenslager,  Butler,  Mudd,  Bates,  Lilley,  Daw- 
son, Hobson — 7. 

In  the  negative :  Messrs.  Foss,  Roberts,  Thomas,  Padgett,  Gregg,  Lamar — 6. 

The  motion  was  recorded  as  carried. 

The  vote  on  the  two  smaller  vessels  mentioned  in  the  motion  by  Mr.  Hobson 
was  recorded  as  follows : 

In  the  affirmative:  Messrs.  Foss,  Loudenslager,  Butler,  Mudd,  Roberts, 
Thomas,  Dawson,  Padgett,  Gregg,  Lamar,  Hobson — 11. 

In  the  negative :  None. 

Present  and  not  voting:  Messrs.  Bates,  Lilley — 2. 

Q.  That  corresponds  with  your  recollection.  You  then  voted,  Mr. 
Lilley,  for  the  $400,000  boat,  but  did  not  vote  for  the  two  small  boats, 
$22,500. — A.  I  voted  to  give  the  Secretary  discretionary  powers  if  it 
fulfilled  all  the  things  they  claimed. 

Q.  You  voted  for  the  motion  for  competition? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  that  provide  for  any  open  competition? — A.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  other  corporation  building  what  is  known  as  a  subsurface 
boat.    That  does  not  shut  out  competition,  as  I  understand  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  difference  in  cost  between  a  subsurface  boat 
and  a  submarine  boat? — A.  No;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Then  you  voted  for  that  to  cost  not  over  $400,000  for  one  boat 
without  having  a  knowledge  as  to  what  would  be  a  fair  price  for  the 
boat? — A.  I  had  no  knowledge  of  what  submarine  boats  cost. 

Q.  The  vote  was  7  to  6,  and  that  proposition  was  carried  by  your 
vote — at  least  it  would  not  have  been  carried  without  it.  Of  course 
that  is  a  mathematical  fact  that  does  not  require  an  answer.  Now, 
had  there  been  any  previous  conversation,  conference,  or  agreement 
between  yourself  ana  any  other  member  of  the  committee  by  which 
you  had  promised  to  vote  for  that  proposition  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Had  it  been  discussed  between  yourself  and  any  other  member 
of  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  No,  sir;  except  as  it  was  discussed  in 
open  meeting. 

Q.  There  is  one  other  matter  I  would  like  to  ask  you  about  at  this 
point  I  had  really  forgotten — I  do  not  think  we  asked  you  about  it 
or  knew  about  it  when  you  were  on  the  stand  the  first  time — and 


|  HEARINGS  ON  HOUSE  BEBOLUTION  288c  1367 

Lftat  is  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Loud  about  Mr.  Gordon  or  Mr. 
[loud's  conversation  with  you.  It  has  appeared  here  in  the  testi- 
imony  since  you  were  first  on  the  stand;  I  think  Mr.  Loud  himself 
1  testified  to  some  conversation  between  you  and  himself  on  some  f or- 
;  egn  trip.  Were  you  and  Mr.  Loud  together  on  some  trip  to  Hawaii 
;<sr  somewhere? — A.  No;  we  were  on  the  Dolphin  on  an  investigation 
|  rf  yards  and  docks  last  summer. 

|     Q.  What  conversation  occurred  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Loud  at 
|  that  time?    Did  you  hear  Mr.  Loud's  testimony? — A.  I  did. 
Q.  Or  have  you  read  it — you  heard  it? — A.  I  heard  it. 
Q.  Is  that  substantially  correct? — A.  Substantially  correct. 
Q.  Now,  to  whom  had  you  told  the  substance  of  that  conversa- 
tion— I  mean  before  the  introduction  of  your  resolutions? — A.  I 
could  not  say. 

Q.  Do  you  remember,  then,  the  telling  of  it  to  anyone? — A.  I  do 
not  recall  the  particular  person ;  I  may  have  told  it. 

Q.  Mr.  Edinborough  testified  that  he  had  learned  from  Mr.  Loud 
;  of  his  annoyance  at  the  employment  of  Mr.  Gordon,  who  lived  in 
his  district,  and  Mr.  Edinborough  testified  that  he  had  told  no  per- 
son of  it.  Mr.  Loud  said  he  had  told  no  person  except  yourself,  and 
I  merely  wish  to  inquire  whether  you  remember  having  told  anyone 
before  the  introduction  of  your  resolution? — A.  I  do  not  think  Mr. 
Loud  testified  that  he  had  not  told  anyone.  Well,  I  am  not  responsi- 
ble for  Mr.  Loud's  memory. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  whether  from  your  own  memory  you  have  not 
:  told  any  other  person  before  the  introduction  of  the  resolution  be- 
fore Feoruary  20,  1908? — A.  I  could  not  give  the  name  of  the  per- 
son or  state  positively  whether  I  had  or  not.    I  may  have. 

Q.  Could  you  recall  whether  you  mentioned  it  to  Mr.  Webster? — 

A  Well,  I  ck)  not  recall  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Webster,  I  think 

not,  nor  with  any  other  of  my  employees.    I  never  talk  these  matters 

orer  with  my  employees,  either  here  or  at  home. 

Q.  It  would  not  be  unnatural,  perhaps,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 

fm  had  directed  him  to  prepare  the  resolution? — A.  I  do  not  think 
had  any  conversation  whatever  with  Mr.  Webster  except  to  get  me 
?p  such  a  resolution.  I  heard  him  testify  yesterday  that  I  told  the 
t  aylor  incident  to  him  up  home,  and  of  course  did,  but  I  do  not  recall 
it   I  do  not  recall  the  occasion. 

Q.  That  is  one  thing  that  led  me  to  think  that  perhaps  you  had 
talked  to  him  about  the  Loud  matter  also. — A.  I  do  not  recall  it  that 
I  did ;  it  is  not  impossible,  by  any  means. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  to  Mr.  Neff  about  it? — A.  No.  I  did  not  talk 
to  Mr.  Neff  anything  about  the  resolution  until  after  it  was  intro- 
duced, anything  except  the  motion  and  the  bill  that  I  stated. 

Q-  You  might  incidentally  have  mentioned  to  him  the  Loud  matter 
without  saying  anything  about  the  resolution? — A.  I  have  never 
spoken  to  anyone  in  any  wise  connected  with  any  boat  company  about 
vhat  was  in  my  mind  or  what  I  knew  as  to  those  charges  until  after 
the  resolution  was  introduced,  not  at  any  time. 

The  Chairman.  I  understood,  Mr.  Lifiey,  that  you  preferred  not  to 
go  on  any  further  than  necessary  to-day.  It  is  immaterial  to  the  com- 
mittee, but  the  committee  wishes  to  set  on  some  other  witnesses  now, 
tnd  you  can  be  excused  for  the  rest  of  the  day. 
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The  Witness.  I  got  up  feeling  pretty  badly  this  morning.  I  thinl 
I  caught  cold  in  the  severe  draft  yesterday,  and  I  have  a  pretty  seven 
headache.  I  would  go  on,  if  the  committee  would  like  to  have  me 
I  am  feeling  somewhat  better  now. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  wishes  to  call  some  other  witnesses 
now  who  wish  to  go  out  of  the  city. 

The  Witness.  I  promised  to  let  you  have  some  things.  I  have  hen 
a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  dated  April  8,  1908,  U 
Hon.  George  L.  Iilley,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Deab  Sib  :  In  response  to  your  verbal  inquiry  of  the  6th  instant,  as  to  whetbej 
or  not  any  patent  has  been  granted  to  Charles  P.  Nelson  for  a  nonfogglng  opti 
cal  instrument,  I  take  pleasure  in  informing  you  that  I  have  had  a  search  madi 
covering  the  period  since  January  1,  1898,  and  that  no  patent  has  been  issue* 
to  the  said  Nelson  during  that  time,  more  than  ten  years. 
Very  truly,  yours, 

Edward  B.  Moore,  Commissioner. 

I  have  here  a  document:  "State  of  Connecticut,  county  of  Ne^ 
Haven,  April  4,  1908,  Charles  M.  Hobson,  of  the  city  of  Ne^s 
Haven  " 

The  Chairman.  There  are  affidavits  in  reference  to  some  testimony. 
If  you  will  just  submit  them  to  the  committee,  if  it  is  something  thai 
can  be  substantiated  by  oral  evidence,  we  will  call  the  witnesses. 

The  Witness.  I  would  like  to  have  them  either  put  in  the  hearings 
or  the  parties  making  them  summoned. 

The  Chairman.  Any  suggestions  as  to  testimony  to  be  brought  be- 
fore this  committee  in  a  proper  way  the  committee  will  be  glad  tc 
consider. 

The  Witness.  Of  course  I  desire  to  have  them  summoned  or  put 
into  the  public  record.  Here  is  one  relating  to  the  Butler  matter, 
which  is  a  matter  of  record  in  the  courts  here.  I  would  like  to  have 
the  clerk  of  the  court  testify  that  that  is  a  correct  copy,  and  I  have 
a  letter  here  addressed  to  tne  chairman  saying  I  would  like  to  have 
Admiral  Bowles  summoned  in  connection  with  the  Army  and  Navy 
Departments,  and  so  on,  and  also  John  P.  Holland;  and  I  have  here 
some  letters  which  I  will  also  lay  before  the  committee. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,in  reference  to  Mr.  Holland,  does  his  testimony  have 
any  relation  to  the  present  Congress? — A.  Mr.  Holland  has  written 
me  two  or  three  letters. 

Q.  Will  they  disclose  what  would  probably  be  the  subject-matter 
of  his  testimony? — A.  And  I  have  noticed  an  article  of  interviews 
with  him  in  the  papers,  saying  he  could  throw  a  good  deal  of  light 
on  this  subject  if  he  were  to  be  summoned  by  this  committee.  Prob- 
ably you  have  seen  the  same.  1 

Q.  I  have  not  seen  it. — A.  I  think  it  was  in  the  New  York  Herald  1 
I  am  not  sure.    Some  of  these  letters  are  of  a  confidential  nature.        1 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  consider  them  also — the  let* 
ters  and  affidavits  and  whatever  competent  testimony  they  disclose 
will  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

The  Witness.  And  if  these  affidavits  are  not  published,  or  the  ones 
making  them  are  not  summoned,  they  will  be  returned  to  me  before 
the  report  is  made? 
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The  Witness,  I  got  up  feeling  pretty  badly  this  morni 
I  caught  cold  in  the  severe  draft  yesterday,  and  I  have  a  \ 
headache.    I  would  go  on,  if  the  committee  would  like 
I  am  feeling  somewhat  better  now. 

The  Chatrman.  The  committee  wishes  to  call  some  oft* 
now  who  wish  to  go  out  of  the  city. 

The  Witness.  I  promised  to  let  you  have  some  things, 
a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  dated  Aprill 
Hon.  George  L.  Iilley,  House  of  Kepresentatives,  Wa 

Deab  Sib  :  In  response  to  your  verbal  inquiry  of  the  6th  instant, : 
or  not  any  patent  has  been  granted  to  Charles  P.  Nelson  for  a  nod 
cal  instrument,  I  take  pleasure  in  informing  you  that  I  have  had  a  | 
covering  the  period  since  January  1,  1898,  and  that  no  patent  has 
to  the  said  Nelson  during  that  time,  more  than  ten  years. 
Very  truly,  yours, 

Edward  B.  Moore,  Con 

I  have  here  a  document :  "  State  of  Connecticut,  count 
Haven,  April  4,  1908,  Charles  M.  Hobson,  of  the  cit 
Haven  " 

The  Chairman.  There  are  affidavits  in  reference  to  some  1 
If  you  will  just  submit  them  to  the  committee,  if  it  is  soe 
can  be  substantiated  by  oral  evidence,  we  will  call  the  witne 

The  Witness.  I  would  like  to  have  them  either  put  in  th« 
or  the  parties  making  them  summoned. 

The  Chairman.  Any  suggestions  as  to  testimony  to  be  br 
fore  this  committee  in  a  proper  way  the  committee  will  " 
consider. 

The  Witnbs8.  Of  course  I  desire  to  have  them  summone 
into  the  public  record.    Here  is  one  relating  to  the  Butle 
which  is  a  matter  of  record  in  the  courts  here.    I  would  lil 
the  clerk  of  the  court  testify  that  that  is  a  correct  copy,  ar 
a  letter  here  addressed  to  the  chairman  saying  I  would  like 
Admiral  Bowles  summoned  in  connection  with  the  Army 
Departments,  and  so  on,  and  also  John  P.  Holland;  and  I 
some  letters  which  I  will  also  lay  before  the  committee. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,in  reference  to  Mr.  Holland,  does  his  testimo 
any  relation  to  the  present  Congress? — A.  Mr.  Holland  has 
me  two  or  three  letters. 

Q.  Will  they  disclose  what  would  probably  be  the  subject 
of  his  testimony? — A.  And  I  have  noticed  an  article  of  int 
with  him  in  the  papers,  saying  he  could  throw  a  good  deal  o\ 
on  this  subject  if  he  were  to  be  summoned  by  this  committee, 
ably  you  have  seen  the  same. 

Q.  I  have  not  seen  it. — A.  I  think  it  was  in  the  New  York  '. 
I  am  not  sure.     Some  of  these  letters  are  of  a  confidential  nati 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  consider  them  al 
ters  and  affidavits  and  whatever  competent  testimony  they 
will  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

The  Witness.  And  if  these  affidavits  are  not  published,  or  the 
making  them  are  not  summoned,  they  will  be  returned  to  me  " 
the  report  is  made? 
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The  Witness.  I  got  up  feeling  pretty  badly  this  morning.  I  thin 
I  caught  cold  in  the  9evere  draft  yesterday,  and  I  have  a  pretty  sera 
headache.  I  would  go  on,  if  the  committee  would  like  to  have  m 
I  am  feeling  somewhat  better  now. 

The  Chatbman.  The  committee  wishes  to  call  some  other  witness* 
now  who  wish  to  go  out  of  the  city. 

The  Witness.  I  promised  to  let  you  have  some  things.  I  have  hei 
a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  dated  April  8,  1908,  1 
Hon.  George  L.  Iilley,  House  of  Kepresentatives,  Washington,  D.  C 

Deab  Sib  :  In  response  to  your  verbal  inquiry  of  the  6th  instant,  as  to  whetb 
or  not  any  patent  has  been  granted  to  Charles  P.  Nelson  for  a  nonfogging  opt 
cal  instrument,  I  take  pleasure  in  Informing  you  that  I  have  had  a  search  mac 
covering  the  period  since  January  1,  1898,  and  that  no  patent  has  been  issue 
to  the  said  Nelson  during  that  time,  more  than  ten  years. 
Very  truly,  yours, 

Edward  B.  Moobe,  Commissioner. 

I  have  here  a  document:  "State  of  Connecticut,  county  of  Ne1 
Haven,  April  4,  1908,  Charles  M.  Hobson,  of  the  city  of  Nei 
Haven  " 

The  Chairman.  There  are  affidavits  in  reference  to  some  testimony 
If  you  will  just  submit  them  to  the  committee,  if  it  is  something  tha 
can  be  substantiated  by  oral  evidence,  we  will  call  the  witnesses. 

The  Witness.  I  would  like  to  have  them  either  put  in  the  hearing 
or  the  parties  making  them  summoned. 

The  Chairman.  Any  suggestions  as  to  testimony  to  be  brought  be 
fore  this  committee  in  a  proper  way  the  committee  will  be  glad  t 
consider. 

The  Witness.  Of  course  I  desire  to  have  them  summoned  or  pa 
into  the  public  record.  Here  is  one  relating  to  the  Butler  matte 
which  is  a  matter  of  record  in  the  courts  here.  I  would  like  to  hav 
the  clerk  of  the  court  testify  that  that  is  a  correct  copy,  and  I  havi 
a  letter  here  addressed  to  the  chairman  saying  I  would  like  to  havi 
Admiral  Bowles  summoned  in  connection  with  the  Army  and  Nav] 
Departments,  and  so  on,  and  also  John  P.  Holland ;  and  I  have  ban 
some  letters  which  I  will  also  lay  before  the  committee. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,1  in  reference  to  Mr.  Holland,  does  his  testimony  havi 
any  relation  to  the  present  Congress? — A.  Mr.  Holland  has  written 
me  two  or  three  letters. 

Q.  Will  they  disclose  what  would  probably  be  the  subject-mattel 
of  his  testimony? — A.  And  I  have  noticed  an  article  of  interviews 
with  him  in  the  papers,  saying  he  could  throw  a  good  deal  of  light 
on  this  subject  if  he  were  to  be  summoned  by  this  committee.  Prob- 
ably you  have  seen  the  same. 

Q,  I  have  not  seen  it. — A.  I  think  it  was  in  the  New  York  Herald; 
I  am  not  sure.    Some  of  these  letters  are  of  a  confidential  nature. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  consider  them  also — the  let- 
ters and  affidavits  and  whatever  competent  testimony  they  disclose 
will  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

The  Witness.  And  if  these  affidavits  are  not  published,  or  the  ones 
making  them  are  not  summoned,  they  will  be  returned  to  me  before 
the  report  is  made? 
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The  Witness.  I  got  up  feeling  pretty  badly  this  morning.  1 
I  caught  cold  in  the  severe  draft  yesterday,  and  I  have  a  pretty- 
headache.  I  would  go  on,  if  the  committee  would  like  to  ha 
I  am  feeling  somewhat  better  now. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  wishes  to  call  some  other  wi 
now  who  wish  to  go  out  of  the  city. 

The  Witness.  I  promised  to  let  you  have  some  things.  I  ha 
a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  dated  April  8,  1 
Hon.  George  L.  Lilley,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 

Deab  Sib  :  In  response  to  your  verbal  inquiry  of  the  6th  instant,  as  to 
or  not  any  patent  has  been  granted  to  Charles  P.  Nelson  for  a  nonfogg 
cal  instrument,  I  take  pleasure  in  informing  you  that  I  have  had  a  sear 
covering  the  period  since  January  1,  1898,  and  that  no  patent  has  bee 
to  the  said  Nelson  during  that  time,  more  than  ten  years. 
Very  truly,  yours, 

Edward  B.  Moobe,  Commisi 

I  have  here  a  document:  "  State  of  Connecticut,  county 
Haven,  April  4,  1908,  Charles  M.  Hobson,  of  tne  city 
Haven  " 

The  Chairman.  There  are  affidavits  in  reference  to  some 
If  you  will  just  submit  them  to  the  committee,  if  it  is  sometl 
can  be  substantiated  by  oral  evidence,  we  will  call  the  witnes 

The  Witness.  I  would  like  to  have  them  either  put  in  the 
or  the  parties  making  them  summoned. 

The  Chairman.  Any  suggestions  as  to  testimony  to  be  br< 
fore  this  committee  in  a  proper  way  the  committee  will  be 
consider. 

The  Witness.  Of  course  I  desire  to  have  them  summoned 
into  the  public  record.    Here  is  one  relating  to  the  Butler 
which  is  a  matter  of  record  in  the  courts  here.    I  would  like 
the  clerk  of  the  court  testify  that  that  is  a  correct  copy,  and 
a  letter  here  addressed  to  the  chairman  saying  I  would  like 
Admiral  Bowles  summoned  in  connection  with  the  Army  an< 
Departments,  and  so  on,  and  also  John  P.  Holland;  and  I  ha1 
some  letters  which  I  will  also  lay  before  the  committee. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,1  in  reference  to  Mr.  Holland,  does  his  testimon; 
any  relation  to  the  present  Congress? — A.  Mr.  Holland  has 
me  two  or  three  letters. 

Q.  Will  they  disclose  what  would  probably  be  the  subject 
of  his  testimony? — A.  And  I  have  noticed  an  article  of  intei 
with  him  in  the  papers,  saying  he  could  throw  a  good  deal 
on  this  subject  if  he  were  to  be  summoned  by  this  committee, 
ably  you  have  seen  the  same. 

Q.  I  have  not  seen  it. — A.  I  think  it  was  in  the  New  York  H< 
I  am  not  sure.    Some  of  these  letters  are  of  a  confidential  nature, 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  consider  them  also — tin 
ters  and  affidavits  and  whatever  competent  testimony  they 
will  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

The  Witness.  And  if  these  affidavits  are  not  published,  or  tJ 
making  them  are  not  summoned,  they  will  be  returned  to  me 
the  report  is  made? 
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The  Chairman.  Yes;  all  the  original  documents  will  be  returned 
to  you.    That  will  do  for  the  present. 

Among  the  charges  submitted  to  this  committee  for  investigation 
l  one  of  the  most  serious  is  the  charge  that  corrupt  means  have  been 
used  to  secure  the  defeat  or  nomination  or  the  election  of  Members 
of  the  present  Congress.  Such  a  charge  gravely  reflects  upon  the 
character  and  integrity  of  the  House  and  deserves  the  most  exhaustive 
examination  of  this  committee.  The  only  case  of  the  kind  which  this 
testimony  has  disclosed  is  the  cowardly  attempt  that  has  been  made 
partly  through  anonymous  communication  to  blacken  the  character 
and  defeat  the  nomination  and  ruin  the  career  of  Representative 
Loud,  of  Michigan.  As  no  one  had  the  courage  to  admit  the  author- 
ship of  these  dastardly  communications,  or  even  the  decency  to  anony- 
mously communicate  to  this  committee  any  information  that  would 
lead  to  the  discovery  of  this  gross  offense,  this  committee  feels  that  the 
burden  has  been  laid  upon  it  to  discover,  if  possible,  the  authorship 
of  these  communications  so  intended  to  blacken  the  character  and  de- 
feat the  nomination  and  ruin  the  career  of  one  of  the  Members  of  the 
House.  We  therefore  called  upon  the  proper  Department  of  the 
Government  for  recommendations  as  to  the  leading  experts  of  the 
country,  or  of  the  world,  to  testify  as  to  the  authorship  of  these  anony- 
mous communications.  Upon  their  recommendation  to  Doctor  Car- 
velho,  the  expert,  there  was  submitted  everything  which  had  come 
before  this  committee  for  his  examination  and  report,  and  upon  his 
preliminary  report  we  asked  him  to  submit  it,  the  matter  which  he 
had,  to  two  other  leading  experts  of  the  country,  which  he  says  that 
he  has  done.  The  committee  will  therefore  call  these  experts  simply 
to  bring  before  the  committee  the  facts  which  they  have  discovered 
in  reference  to  these  infamous  anonymous  letters.  I  will  call  Mr. 
David  N.  Carvalho.    Will  you  take  the  stand? 

TESTIMONY  OF  DAVID  N.  CARVALHO. 

David  N.  Cabvalho,  on  first  being  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows : 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Where  do  you  reside? — A.  New  York  City. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation? — A.  Examiner  of  questioned  hand- 
writing, inks,  paper,  and  typewriting.  # 

Q.  How  long  have  you  oeen  following  that  profession? — A.  Cov- 
ering a  period  of  thirty-five  years. 

Q.  State  whether  you  are  now  or  have  been  recently  doing  any 
expert  work  of  that  character  for  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  or  any  of  its  branches. — A.  Yes,  sirj  I  have  been  frequently 
called,  and  within  the  past  year  I  gave  service  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  in  a  criminal  case  in  Washington,  D.  C. 

Q.  What  case?— A.  The  Holmes  case. 

Q.  Did  you  testify  in  the  somewhat  celebrated  case  of  Oberlin 
Carter?— A.  I  did. 

Q.  On  behalf  of  the  Government? — A.  For  the  Government. 

Q.  Have  you  at  any  time  been  employed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury? — A^  Not  the  present  Secretory  of  the  Treasury,  but  I  have- 
been  employed  by  Mr.  Manning,  when  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  Mr.  Lamont,  when  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
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Q.  Were  you  the  expert  who  was  called  in  on  the  occasion  of  the 
receipt  by  a  high  Government  official  of  an  anonymous  communica- 
tion!—A,  Do  you  mean  during  the  incumbency  of  President  Cleve- 
land? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  your  testimony  at  that  time  agree  with  the  Treasury  ex- 
perts?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  developed  the  writer  of  the  anonymous  letters? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  became  of  him? — A.  He  was  dismissed.  He  was  an 
employee  in  one  of  the  Departments. 

Q.  Did  you  ascertain  the  identity  from  a  consideration  of 

A.  From  everybody's  handwriting  employed  in  the  office.    I  think 
there  was  some  sixty  handwritings. 

Q.  Did  he  or  did  he  not  admit  finally  the  truth  of  your  findings? — 
A.  I  can  not  say  that,  sir.  I  know  that  the  President,  Mr.  Cleveland, 
was  thoroughly  satisfied  about  the  matter,  also  Mr.  Manning,  and 
the  young  lady,  who  had  been  charged  with  having  written  the  com- 
munications, was  restored  to  her  position  and  subsequently  put  in  a 
better  one,  as  a  sort  of  recompense  for  the  false  charge. 

Q.  Just  mention  some  of  the  cases  in  which  you  were  concerned.— 
A.  I  testified  in  this  city  in  what  is  known  as  the  Holt  will  case.  Mr. 
Holt  was  Judge- Advocate  during  the  Presidency  of  General  Grant, 
and  his  will,  purported  to  be  witnessed  by  General  Grant  himself  and 
by  William  T.  Snerman  and  by  Mrs.  William  T.  Sherman.  It  pur- 
ported to  have  been  signed  by  Judge- Advocate  Holt,  and  I  had  de- 
clared the  signature  to  be  a  forgery,  and  the  signatures  as  witnesses 
also  of  General  Grant  and  General  Sherman  and  his  wife,  and  that 
was  the  decision  of  the  jury,  that  the  will  was  a  forgery. 

I  have  testified  in  open  court  more  than  a  thousand  times,  all  over 
the  country;  for  thirty  years  last  past  I  have  been  employed  con- 
stantly as  the  office  expert  in  the  office  of  the  district  attorney  for  the 
county  of  New  York.  I  have  had  occasion  to  testify  in  a  number  of 
homicide  cases,  will  cases,  and  most  of  the  large  cases  that  have  come 
up  during  the  last  twenty  or  thirty  years. 

Q.  What  important  cases  ? — A.  I  testified  in  the  Monroe  will  case, 
the  Myra  Clark  Gaines  will  case  in  Louisiana ;  the  Gordon  will  case 
in  New  Jersey ;  the  Demsey  will  case  in  New  Jersey ;  the  Davis  will 
case  in  Montana ;  the  Churchill  will  case,  the  Stephens  will  case,  the 
Schneider  will  case,  the  Hoyne  will  case,  the  Tighe  will  case,  the 
Jacob  Z.  Davis  will  case  of  California;  the  Conway  will  case,  the 
Muller  will  case  in  New  Jersey;  the  Albinger  will  case,  the  Halsey 
will  case,  the  William  T.  Rice  will  case,  the  Fairweather  will  case, 
the  Wilson  will  case,  the  Lewis  will  case,  the  Messchert  will  case, 
both  of  Pennsylvania,  the  latter  of  which  was  substantially  a  wili 
case;  the  Fuller  will  case,  the  Crawford  will  case,  lately  decided 
in  Scranton,  Pa. ;  the  Dimon  will  case,  the  case  of  Angus  v.  Craven, 
of  California,  in  which  was  developed  the  Fair  will  case  of  Ex-Sena- 
tor Fair;  the  Miser  Paine  will  case,  the  Isbell  wili  case,  the  Hopkins 
will  case,  the  Russell  will  case. 

Among  some  of  the  homicide  cases,  the  Commonwealth  of  Massa- 
chusetts v.  Trefethen,  for  murder;  the  State  of  New  York  v.  Dough- 
erty, for  murder;  the  State  of  New  York  v.  Caesar,  murder;  the 
People  v.  Patrick ;  the  People  v.  Molineaux ;  Commonwealth  of  Mas- 
sachusetts r.  Tucker ;  the  Cornish-Pearce  case  in  Maine,  which  was  a 
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typewriting  case  strictly ;  the  Lawless-Fleming  case,  the  Bhelan  Press 
Publishing  Company  case;  the  Kerr-Southwick  case;  the  Thorless- 
Nernst  case,  that  was  a  patent  case. 

Q.  I  think  that  is  enough.  You  mentioned  a  case  in  Scranton, 
Pa.— A.  I  did. 

Q.  What  was  that  ease? — A.  The  case  of  Mr.  Crawford;  a  will 
purporting  to  have  been  signed  by  him,  typewritten  (which  was  made 
from  a  rubber  stamp) ,  both  the  will  and  the  codicil.  That  was  first 
tried  in  the  surrogate's  court,  and  decided  that  the  will  was  a  forgery, 
and  carried  up  to  the  higher  court  of  Pennsylvania,  who  said  it  was 
a  case  for  a  jury  to  decide.  It  was  tried  in  January  of  this  year  at 
Scranton  before  a  jury,  which  decided  it  was  a  forgery,  and  within 
the  past  two  weeks  the  man  who  had  propounded  the  bill  and  who 
was  a  beneficiary,  the  largest  beneficiary  under  it,  both  himself  and 
the  two  witnesses  confessed,  after  being  indicted,  that  they  had  not 
witnessed  it,  and  the  man  that  it  was  a  forgery,  and  he  was  sen- 
tenced to  ten  years  and  the  two  witnesses  to  five  years  apiece. 

Q.  That  was  a  forgery? — A.  That  was  a  forgery  of  his  signature, 
but  with  a  rubber  stamp,  and  the  two  rubber  imprints  duplicated 
each  other,  and  done  very  nicely,  so  as  to  give  the  idea  that  it  was 
the  genuine  signature. 

Q.  Was  it  a  typewritten  will? — A.  It  was  typewritten,  and  also  the 
codicil. 

Q.  You  say  the  signature  was  with  a  rubber  stamp  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  from  a  number  of  typewritten  papers  which  ones 
were  written  on  the  same  machine? — A.  Yes;  if  I  am  given  time 
enough. 

Q.  You  appeared  before  this  committee  in  executive  session, 
when? — A.  The  7th  of  this  month. 

Q.  Will  you  state  whether  or  not  these  papers  were  submitted  to 
you.    I  hand  you  a  paper  reading  as  follows : 

The  Neic  Willard,  Washington. 
For  Mr.  Cabmichael: 

A  Congressman  does  not  want  to  get  what  happened  to  Lessler,  but  here  is 
is  a  big  story  tip  for  what  it  is  worth. 

"The  submarine  people  brought  out  a  candidate — a  prominent  lawyer — 
against  Loud.    He  withdrew  upon  agreement  of  Loud  to  vote  for  submarines." 

Frank  Edinborough — a  Michigan  senator — former  secretary  to  Loud,  knows 
details. 

I  hand  also  to  you  an  envelope  in  which  that  was  received  purport- 
ing to  be  addressed :  "  Detroit  Free  Press,  Washington,  D.  C.,"  post- 
marked, "  Washington,  February  12,  8  p.  m.,  1908,"  and  it  appears 
to  have  on  an  envelope  the  name  "  The  New  Willard,  Washington," 
on  the  reverse  side.  It  also  has  upon  the  reverse  side  the  postmark, 
"Washington,  D.  C,  Feb.  12,  8  p.  m.,"  this  being  a  paper  which  was 
heretofore  produced  and  testified  to  by  Mr.  Carmichael  and  appears 
at  page  769  in  our  record.  State  whether  that  paper  was  submitted 
to  you  by  this  committee  ? — A.  That  paper  was  placed  in  my  hands 
by  the  chairman  of  this  committee  on  the  7th  of  April,  this  year. 

Q.  I  hand  you  also  a  typewritten  letter  on  a  blank  of  the  Postal 
Telegraph  Commercial  Cable  System,  reading  as  follows : 

Loud  voted  for  this  $1,47G\296.60  graft  in  the  Naval  Committee.  There  is  a 
story  in  circulation  that  the  Holland  people  got  a  prominent  attorney  to  become 
a  candidate  against  Loud  last  time — that  Loud  Anally  agreed  to  vote  for  the 
submarines  upon  deal  that  the  attorney  withdraw,  the  attorney  withdrew. 
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Subscribe  for  New  York  Herald  and  Washington  Post. 
Loud  can  be  defeated  on  this  proposition  alone  by  you. 
Watch  Congressional  Record. 
Have  your  local  papers  play  up  proposition. 

Have  them  write  Loud  for  explanation  and  whether  the  withdrawal 
is  true. 

State  whether  that  paper  was  handed  to  you  at  the  same  time.- 
It  was. 

Q.  I  will  state  that  this  is  a  paper  produced  by  Mr.  Edinborc 
before  this  committee  and  testified  to  by  him,  printed  on  page  72 
our  record.  Also  the  envelope  in  which  he  testified  to  having 
ceived  that  document,  addressed  "Frank  Edinborough,  Bay  ( 
Mich.,"  postmarked  "  Washington,  D.  C,  February  15,  1908*  ar 
looks  like  "  9.30  p.  m."  On  the  reverse  side  it  bears  the  postiu 
"  Bay  City,  February  17,  1908,  7  a.  m.,"  and  also  "  Station  A, 
City,  Mich.,  February  17,  2  p.  m.,  1908."  Was  that  also  submi 
to  vou? — A.  That  was  shown  to  me  later. 

Q.  State  whether  there  was  at  that  time  submitted  to  you  a  nuii 
of  typewritten  papers,  and  I  hand  you  this  bundle;  I  do  not  k 
whether  they  were  all  submitted  to  you  or  not,  but  a  good  man 
them  were.  State  whether  you  find  any  in  there  that  were  submi 
to  you. — A.  Can  I  state  the  circumstances  about  my  picking  t 
out. 

Q.  Yes. — A.  A  great  mass  of  typewritten  matter  was  submitt€ 
me  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  if  I  could  identify  the  New  Wil 
letter  and  the  typewriting  on  the  telegraph  blank.  And  after  a 
siderable  time  I  selected  out  four  of  what  appeared  to  be  four  < 
plete  documents,  which  I  have  marked  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3  " 
tl  C  4."  Some  oi  these  documents  are  signed  in  lead  pencil,  "  Ge 
L.  Lilley."  And  on  these  I  gave  a  tentative  report,  and  said  in  o 
to  ascertain  to  my  satisfaction  whether  or  not  they  corresponded 
coincided  with  the  two  anonymous  communications,  as  I  will 
them?  because  they  are  unsigned,  it  would  be  necessary  for  me  to  1 
sufficient  time  and  to  be  able  to  make  photographs,  and  where  I  a 
find  duplicate  words  in  the  unknown  writings  or  in  the  anonyn 
writings,  to  juxtapose  them  with  like  words  in  the  typewriting  w 
I  had  marked  "CI"  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive.  And  I  was  told  that  I  a 
proceed  to  do  so,  and  also  cautioned  to  be  particularly  careful  be 
formulating  an  opinion,  and  to  treat  this  matter  just  the  same  s 
the  liberty  or  life  of  an  individual  was  at  stake.  And  while  I  ^ 
to  say  that  I  am  always  careful,  I  did  exercise  extra  caution.    I 

{)hotographed  Exhibits  1  to  4,  inclusive,  numbering  them  first  lin< 
ine,  and  making  256  lines  of  typewriting  that  I  employed  in  my  o 
Earisons.    The  photographs  were  made  of  each  page,  with  the  m 
ers,  and  with  the  letter  "  C  "  mark  to  each,  and  I  have  prepare 
chart  enlarged  by  photography  where  I  have  juxtaposed  words 
found  in  one  and  as  found  in  the  other  paper  for  the  purpose  of  c 
ing  quick  attention  to  the  idiosyncrasies  and  peculiarities  and  ot 
characteristics  that  pertain,  as  I  claim,  to  both  the  anonymous  fl 
the  known  writings.    And  in  line  with  that,  if  I  may  be  permit* 
I  will  submit  the  nine  negatives  from  this  box,  if  you  wish  to  have 
marked  as  an  exhibit,  which  are  photographic  negatives  of  vari< 
pages  of  what  I  have  called  "Exhibits  C  1  to  C  4,"  inclusive,  and  a 
the  photographic  negatives  of  the  two  anonymous  communicatio 
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which  are  all  made  as  nearly  of  the  size,  I  should  say  facsimile  size, 
as  possible.  They  are  contained  in  this  box  which  I  present  to  the 
committee. 

Q.  You  have  not  as  yet  submitted  those  negatives  to  the  committee, 
have  you? — A.  They  have  been  shown  in  part  to  the  committee. 

Q.  This  is  the  first  time  you  have  produced  them  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  We  do  not  care  to  look  at  them  just  now. — A.  They  have  been* 
in  the  custody  of  the  committee  for  some  little  time.  I  have  in  my 
hand  contact  photographic  prints  made  from  the  negatives. 

Q.  You  say  these  negatives  have  been  in  the  custody  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  never  saw  them. — A.  They  have  been  in  the  custody  of  the 
committee  since  last  week. 

Q.  They  have  been  stored  here? — A.  Yes;  in  room  119. 

Q.  Sent  by  express? — A.  They  came  by  Adams  Express,  and  I  be- 
lieve were  received  in  the  presence  of  the  chairman  or  by  his  clerk.  I 
found  them  there.  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  set  of  photographic  contact 
prints  made  from  the  said  negatives,  "  C  1 "  to  <f  C  4. 

Q.  Are  these  enlargements  of  the  pages? — A.  No;  these  are  fac- 
similes, substantial  facsimiles,  of  the  typewritten  matter  contained  in 
this  package ;  and  I  also  hand  you  photographic  contact  prints  made 
from  the  two  negatives,  respectively,  being  the  anonymous  communi- 
cation on  the  New  Willard  Wank  and  the  anonymous  communication- 
on  the  Postal  Telegraph  blank. 

My  purpose  in  preparing  those  was  to  be  able  to  cut  out  and  juxta- 
pose lite  words  and  letters  as  far  as  possible,  and  what  I  am  present- 
ing now  is  a  chart  which  I  prepared  where  the  asterisk  appears  with 
a  number  following  it,  calling  attention  to  the  lines  in  numerical 
order  on  the  anonymous  communication  of  the  New  Willard  Hotel 
blank.  And  where  the  other  numbers  appear,  for  instance,  "  2/10?" 
alongside  of  a  word  that  always  means  "  C  2,"  tenth  line,  or  where  it 
says  "4/19,"  that  means  "C  4"  and  the  nineteenth  line.  Calling 
attention  where  that  word  appears  which  has  been  cut  out  of  that 
chart2  that  is  46  reasons  to  support — or  46  exemplars  of  the  typewrit- 
ing either  in  words  or  bits  oi  words,  which  I  find  in  the  anonymous, 
communication  on  the  New  Willard  blank,  are  contained  on  the  chart. 

Now,  from  that  chart  a  photographic  enlargement  has  been  made, 
enlarged  about  fifty-six  one-hundredths. 

Q.  Kight  here,  let  me  interrupt  you,  so  that  we  may  understand 
this  chart.  What  does  that  star  indicate? — A.  That  is  what  I  call 
an  asterisk,  and  it  calls  attention,  where  you  have  your  pencil,  to^ 
line  8  of  the  Willard  Hotel  blank^or  anonymous  letter. 

Q.  Does  the  asterisk  mean  the  Willard  Hotel  blank? — A.  Wher- 
ever you  find  that,  it  pertains  to  the  hotel  blank. 

Q.  What  mark  indicates  the  anonymous  letter  on  the  telegraph 
blank — A.  There  is  nothing  on  here  referring  to  the  telegram 
whatever. 

Q.  Where  I  find  the  word  "  submarine  "  I  find  it  here  8  times. — 
A.  Those  are  all  the  words  "  submarine  "  that  appear  in  the  256 
lines  that  I  used  for  the  purpose  of  comparison.    I  took  them  all. 

Q.  And  this  is  to  show  a  similarity  of  the  words? — A,  In  order 
to  show  the  similarity  as  between  the  word  where  it  reads  "  the  sub- 
marine  people  brought  out  a." 

Q.  Where  does  that  line  occur  "  the  submarine  people  brought  out 
a!  "—A.  [Witness  designates  on  chart] 
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Q.  That  is  the  New  Willard  anonymous  letter?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  in  the  other,  "  the  submarine  "  and  "  submarine  peo 
are  taken  from  other  papers? — A.  No,  sir;  the  words  "submi 
people,"  of  line  5,  "  the  submarine  people  brought  out  a,"  line 
the  New  Willard  anonymous  communication,  and  on  liiie  8  oJ 
same  communication  to  reads  "  Loud  to  vote  for  submarine,"  so 
the  word  occurs  twice. 

Q.  Where  do  these  other  "  submarines  "  come  from? — A.  The; 
taken,  respectively,  from  "  C  4,"  line  35 ;  "  C  3,"  line  53 ;  "  C  3,1 
4;  "C  2*  line  15;  "C  1,"  line  16;  "C  1,"  line  34;  and  "  < 
line  12. 

Q.  Then,  these  words  "  submarine  "  and  "  submarine  people 
taken  from  different  papers,  as  here  indicated? — A.  Wherever 
exist  in  the  256  lines,  they  have  been  cut  out  and  pasted  on  th< 

Q.  These  ink  figures  indicate  where  they  may  be  found  in 
respective  documents? — A.  That  is  correct.    Now,  from  that  < 
as  made  by  me,  a  negative  was  made,  which  I  will  now  show  t 
committee,  because  they  have  not  seen  it 

Q.  Is  that  a  negative  from  which  this  chart  was  made? — < 
is  a  negative  made  from  this  chart  directlv. 

Q.  What  was  the  chart  made  from  ? — A.  The  chart  is  made  \ 
pieces  that  have  been  cut  out. 

Q.  These  strips  on  here  with  the  words  on  are  cut  out  fron 
original  documents? — A.  No,  sir;   from  photographs  of  the  ori 
documents,  of  which  I  have  presented  your  committee  a  set. 
from  that  negative  is  made  this  contact  print,  which  I  produ< 
the  chart,  slightly  enlarged. 

Q.  You  speak  of  contact  prints,  etc.  Don't  you  think  it  wou 
better  if  you  had  on  the  papers  a  description,  so  that  we  can  at} 
tell  without  stopping  to  read  your  testimony  through.  We  uj 
stand  now  what  it  is.  You  can  do  that  at  your  leisure. — A. 
negative  I  will  put  in  the  box  with  the  other  negatives,  makinj 
in  all. 

Also  I  have  prepared  another  chart,  where  I  have  cut  out  f roi 
photographic  reproductions  of  the  anonymous  communication  oi 
telegraph  blank,  the  several  lines,  being  ten  in  all,  and  which  I 
pasted  at  the  same  distance  apart  for  the  purpose  of  being  af 
juxtapose  like  words  or  parts  of  words  not  only  of  those  to  oe 
in  the  exhibits  tt  C  1 "  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  which  are  the 
specimens  of  typewriting,  but  also  duplicate  words  or  like 
which  are  to  be  found  comcidentally  in  the  New  Willard  anon; 
communication,  as  well  as  in  the  one  written  on  the  telegraph 
so  that  where  a  full  line  appears  as  cut  out  of  the  telegraph  bl 
where  above  that  line  appears  a  word,  it  is  taken  from  the  New 
lard  anonymous  blank.    Where  the  word  or  words  appear  below 
cut  out  line,  and  with  the  numbers  underneath  indicating  that  i 
were  taken  from  some  portion  of  the  exhibits  "C  1 "  to  "  C  4,w 
elusive,  and  that  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  formulating  an  opii 
if  it  was  proper  to  do  so,  as  to  whether  or  not  that  identity 
through  the  three  several  specimens  of  typewriting,  namely,  the  1 
writing  appearing  on  the  New  Willard  blank,  the  typewriting  ap^ 
ing  on  the  telegraph  blank,  and  the  typewriting  appearing  in  the  i 
lines  included  in  exhibits  "  C  1 "  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  and  that, 
far  as  could  be  done,  has  been  prepared  on  this  chart.    That,  h 
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l?er,  has  nbt  been  photographed,  because  I  did  not  think  it  was  ab- 
Dlutely  necessary,  for  the  same  duplicate  words  are  to  be  found  in  the 
iirge  chart  to  which  attention  has  already  been  addressed. 

Q.  The  chart  which  you  hold  in  your  hand  has  not  been  photo- 
graphed?— A,  No,  sir.  I  have  here  also  the  photographs  out  of 
which  I  have  cut  the  several  pieces  which  have  been  pasted  on  the 
chart.  If  the  committee  thinks  these  should  go  in,  too,  I  will  put 
Ihem  in,  although  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary,  but  I  brought  them 
along. 

Q.  You  may  preserve  them,  so  that  they  can  be  identified  if  neces- 
sary.— A.  From  very  careful  and  studious  examinations  of  the  sev- 
eral exhibits,  which  I  have  enumerated,  I  have  been  able  to  formu- 
late an  opinion. 

Q.  Beiore  you  express  an  opinion  I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  few 
questions,  if  it  will  not  interrupt  you.  Let  me  first  ask  you,  can  you 
say  whether  or  not  that  bundle  of  papers  which  was  handed  to  you 
was  all  written  on  the  same  machine? — A.  The  large  bundle  which  I 
hold  in  my  hand  was  not  all  written  from  one  machine,  but  from  more 
than  one  machine.  But  those  that  I  have  marked,  the  256  lines 
included  in  what  I  have  characterized  as  exhibits  "  C  1 "  to  "  C  4,"  in 
:my  opinion,  were  all  done  by  one  and  the  same  machine. 

Q.  There  are  a  good  many  kinds  of  typewriters? — A.  There  are. 
Q.  For  instance,  we  know  of  the  Remington  and  of  the  Under- 
wood, and  how  many  kinds  of  machines  are  there? — A.  There  are  of 
those  that  are  the  most  prominent  in  the  market,  about  six  machines 
•recognized  as  standard  machines,  what  I  would  call  standard  ma- 
chines. 

Q,  And  a  good  many  others  of  other  kinds? — A.  Well,  I  can  not 
answer  that  question. 

Q.  Of  eafh  one  of  those  six  or  more  makes  of  typewriters  there  are 
thousands  of  machines  made  and  sold  ? — A.  I  have  no  doubt  that  of 
some  of  those  there  are  hundreds  of  thousands  that  have  been  made. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you  first,  whether  there  are  any  other  methods  than 
those  which  you  spoke  of  by  which  you  would  attempt  to  state 
whether  or  not  two  or  more  papers  were  written  on  the  same  type- 
writing machines? — A.  Except  Dy  the  examination,  and  with  such 
an  adjunct  as  photography  to  assist,  I  do  not  know  of  any  other  way. 
Q.  Do  you  use  magnifying  glasses  or  any  system  of  measure- 
ment?— A.  We  use  magnifying  glasses  as  well.  We  use  whatever 
instruments  in  respect  to  measuring  angles,  in  respect  to  ascertain- 
ing the  alignment,  using  a  straightedge — any  appliance  at  all  that 
saencepermits — in  being  able  to  study  these  as  to  the  conditions. 

Q.  What  appliance  does  science  permit? — A.  We  use  the  compass, 
we  use  magmrying  glasses  to  attain  diameters,  I  have  used  protrac- 
tors for  angles,  I  have  used  straightedges,  I  have  used  rules  to 
measure,  ana  I  have  done  some  of  what  we  call  superimposition — that 
is  to  say,  placing  one  word  over  the  other  and  holding  it  up  to  the 
light,  so  as  to  be  able  to  see  if  the  top  of  one-  fitted  on  the  one  under- 
neath, and  whatever  I  thought  was  necessary  to  get  at  the  truth, 
whatever  would  assist  in  any  way. 

Q.  By  the  aid  of  all  the  instruments  you  have  mentioned,  including 
negatives,  photographs,  charts,  and  the  measuring  appliances,  so  you 
claim  that  you  can  tell  from  among  all  these  thousands  of  typewriters 
that  are  sold  of  one  make,  for  instance,  whether  or  not  two  or  more 
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papers  are  written  upon  .the  same  identical  machine? — A.  I  clan 
that,  with  all  the  advanced  workmanship  and  skill  and  desire  of  edbj 
cated  workmen  to  produce  of  their  own  make  two  machines  that  ni 
imprint  exactly  the  same,  I  contend  that  it  is  impossible.  That  eM 
machine  in  and  of  itself,  when  it  leaves  the  factory  possesses  certai 
peculiar  characteristics  to  that  machine,  and  that  machine  alone,  an 
when  that  machine  goes  out  in  general  use,  from  a  thousand  cause 
more  departures  from  the  standards,  that  machine  becomes  more  c 
less  injured,  whether  from  use  or  whether  from  something  droppia 
into  it,  and  so  it  begins  to  attain  of  itself  its  own  personalcharacte 
istics,  more  definite  and  more  certain  than  that  of  a  human  bell 
who  writes,  because  his  handwriting  is  affected  by  conditions  ar 
environment,  and  physical  and  mental  conditions,  while  in  the  typ 
writer  it  is  more  arbitrary — there  is  no  whim  or  caprice  of  ti 
writer  that  can  change  the  letter.  All  those  letters  are  supp 
to  be  set  to  locate  in  specific  places. 

Now,  the  departure  from  tne  ideals  or  the  standard  of  perfect 
ters  and  alignment,  in  respect  to  the  perpendicular,  whether  the  '. 
ter  will  lean  to  the  left  or  lean  to  the  right,  whether  the  letter  willj 
on  a  straight  edge  above  or  below  the  line,  whether  in  the  combF 
tions,  which  run  into  the  thousands,  of  the  26  letters  of  the  alpha 
in  the  relationship,  in  a  word,  not  only  of  the  first  letter  to  the  \ 
letter,  but  the  second  letter  to  the  third  letter,  and  again  the  three j 
ters,  and  so  on — it  runs  into  the  thousands.  And  my  contention  is  f 
in  going  through  a  mass  of  typewriting  in  comparison  with  an ' 
known  piece  of  typewriting,  my  contention  is  that  if  in  traveling  c 
that  road  one  finds  these  idiosyncrasies,  these  same  departures,  ll 
pointing  in  one  direction,  and  not  in  another,  all  leading  one  way, 
that  ipso  facto  only  the  same  machine  could  have  produced  the  same 
imprint,  that  is  my  belief  and  that  is  my  experience.  And  while 
nothing,  perhaps,  is  impossible  under  the  sun,  some  things  are  so  im- 
probable that  they  become  impossible.  And  where  I  can  call  atten- 
tion here,  if  the  time  was  given  to  me,  to  hundreds  of  things  which 
pertain  to  this  particular  machine,  my  contention  is  that  no  machine 
combines  all  of  them.  It  may  combine  some  of  them.  For  instanoe, 
a  thousand  may  combine  an  "  a  "  that  sets  off  the  line ;  you  may  find 
the  other  machines  to  have  that,  but  to  find  "  a  "  and  "  b  "  that  sets 
off  the  line  it  would  probably  reduce  it  to  200  machines.  And 
when  you  get  twenty  departures  from  the  standards  of  what  it 
ought  to  be,  you  have  reduced  it  down  to  maybe  two.  And  then 
when  you  go  on  still  further,  one  producing  one  kind  of  phenomena, 
another  producing  another  kind  of  phenomena,  each  its  own,  and  I 
think  it  is  as  certain,  as  possible  as  anything  to  be  certain.  It  is  a 
great  deal  more  certain  than  the  formation  in  respect  to  handwriting, 
which  is  based  more  on  habits,  or  what  I  would  call  the  generSf 
pictorial  effect,  and  the  peculiarities  of  the  writer,  which  are  apt  to 
vary  at  any  time,  as  I  have  said  before,  due  to  the  environment  and 
the  conditions.  I  believe  that,  given  the  time,  it  becomes  a  simple 
problem  to  sit  down  and  work  out  mathematically,  a.id  with  a  result 
absolutely  certain,  whether  or  not  a  certain  bit  of  typewriting,  with 
sufficient  material  to  compare  with  it,  was  or  was  not  written  Dy  the 
same  machine  that  produced  the  standard  of  known  typewriting. 

Q.  In  your  judgment  and  your  experience  you  can  more  readily 
determine  the  identity  of  the  typewriting  machine  on  which  Wo 
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papers  were  written,  than  you  can  the  genuineness  of  handwrit- 
ing?— A.  Yes;  because  one  is  a  certainty.  It  works  out  as  a 
mathematical  problem  works  out,  while  with  the  handwriting  the 
first  judgment  of  the  expert  is  based  on  the  standard  which  he  has 
before  him,  and  while  he  may  be  perfectly  right,  he  has  not  got  a 
set  of  arbitrary  habits  or  forms  to  juxtapose  and  formulate  an 
opinion  from.  At  the  same  time,  to  be  perfectly  fair  about  this 
matter,  some  of  these  exhibits  constitute  what  are  called  carbons* 
That  is  to  say,  they  have  been  manifolded  from  an  original,  and 
there  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  between  a  manifolded  specimen  and  the 
original,  a  difference  due  to  the  fact  that  the  cylinder  with  the  extra 
paper  wrapped  around  it  is  a  little  larger,  tnough  only  in  a  very 
minute  degree.  Also  the  fact  that  between  the  parts  of  the  paper 
and  the  original  is  a  sheet  of  carbon  paper,  which  interferes  to  some 
degree  with  what  might  be  expressed  as  the  definition  of  the  lines, 

!  ana  the  result  is  that  there  is  a  little  feathering  or  blurring  of  the 
edges.  But,  notwithstanding  that,  so  far  as  the  center  of  the  writing 
is  concerned,  in  the  center  of  this  mark  is  the  true  mark  of  the  type. 
I  have  to  say  that  all  that  has  been  taken  into  consideration.    If 

i  there  has  been  any  doubt  to  be  culled  from  an  examination  of  these 

!  exhibits  which  have  been  manifolded  and  are  carbon  copies,  that 
has  been  taken  into  consideration.  And,  even  with  that,  I  am  able 
to  formulate  a  positive,  definite,  unqualified  opinion  as  to  the  identity 
of  the  two  anonymous  communications  which  you  read  here. 

Q.  You  have  demonstrated  what  about  these  two  anonymous  com- 
munications?   That  they   were  written   on  the   same  machine? — 

!  A.  The  two  anonymous  communications  have  been  compared  to- 

Sther,  not  only  directly,  but  by  what  we  call  a  parity  of  comparison — 
at  is  to  say,  througn  exhibits  "  C  1 "  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive — and  I 
I  have  been  able  to  satisfy  myself  thoroughly  that  the  two  anonymous 
communications  were  written  not  only  from  a  like  machine,  but 
identically  the  same  machine. 

I    Q.  The  four  papers  which  you  have  picked  out  and  marked, 
UC  1,"  "C  2,"  'fC3,"  and  "C  4,"  were  those  four  papers  written 
!  upon  the  same  identical  typewriting  machine  ? — A.  In  and  of  them- 
selves? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes;  they  were;  beyond  any  question. 
I    Q.  You  say  first  that  the  two  anonymous  communications,  or  those 
|  two  papers  or  documents,  were  written  upon  the  same  identical  ma- 
chine?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  say  that  the  four  papers  marked  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3," 
and*"C  4,"  were  themselves  written  on  one  specific,  particular, 
identical,  and  the  same  typewriting  machine? — A.  That  is  what  I 
say;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  do  you  say  as  to  the  two  anonymous  communications, 
one  on  the  New  Willard  blank  and  the  one  on  the  Postal  Telegraph 
blank,  whether  those  two  anonymous  communications  and  the  four 
papers  marked  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4  "  were  all  written 
on  the  same  identical  machine? — A.  Unquestionably  written  on  the 
same  identical  machine. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  indicate  to  us,  so  that  we  may,  if  possible,  or 
anyone  else,  be  aole  to  form  some  conclusion  upon  the  subject,  will 
you  indicate  to  us  the,  identity  between  those  different  papers  which 
lead  you  to  say  that  they  are  written  on  the  same  machine? — A.  Like 
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being,  typewriting,  or  any  kind  of  writing,! 
:  affected  first  by  its  surroundings,  or  dress, J 


a  human 
at,  the  eye  is  i 

being's  costume.    And  we  have  here  three  different  kind 
to  inspect.    The  exhibits  "  C  1 "  to  "  C  4,"  on  very 
paper,  while  the  two  anonymous  communications,  one 
a  blue  printed  telegraph  blank,  and  the  other  on  a 
paper ;  consequently,  all  that  we  can  look  at  for  the  pu 
affected  by  what  might  be  designated  as  the  pictorial 
to  say,  the  difference  in  light  and  shade,  which  seems  to  ] 
and  this  is  a  matter  only  which  must  be  seen  to  be  unde 

Now,  in  my  opinion,  and  all  I  can  do  in  respect  to 
call  the  committee's  attention  to  the  fact  that  I  find  in 
eral  documents,  the  telegraph  blank,  the  Willard  blar 
letters  "  C  "  exhibits,  that  certain  letters,  due  largely  to 
in  striking  to  imprint  the  letter,  parts  of  it  print  strong 
parts  of  it,  and  that  those  peculiarities  obtain  to  a  measi 
That  constitutes  what  I  call  the  pictorial  effect  of  light  an 
going  through  the  letters,  this  type,  I  find  some  or  the  " 
perpendicularly — they  are  vertical — while  others  of  the 
to  the  left  or  tip  to  the  right.   Again,  some  of  them  get  on  j 
be  a  straight  line.    The  bottoms  of  some  of  them  are  ab J 
the  bottoms  of  some  of  them  cutting  the  line,  dropping 
and  where  those  things  occur  they  are  repeated  in  wnat  ~ 
standards,  that  is  to  say,  the  "  C  "  exhibits.    Of  the  kno? 
of  typewriting,  and  in  the  anonymous  communications, 
repeat  themselves  regularly  and  steadily,  and  with  hard 
tion.    There  are  a  few  little  exceptions  in  these  thin  onioi 
folded  papers,  which  may  be  due  to  the  change  of  size 
but  they  are  only  at  the  end ;  it  is  the  last  letter  that  is 
little  closer  to  the  letter  which  precedes  it.    But  other  than 
the  same  things,  where  there  is  a  defect  or  where  there  is  an 
tion  in  the  sense  of  being  a  letter  out  of  alignment.    I 
through  the  standards  I  find  that  the  letters  are  out  of  line 
cisely  the  same  manner.    When  I  come  to  the  spacing  as  be1 
letters  in  the  anonymous  communications,  when  I  take  up 
combination  of  two  letters,  if  one  is  correct  the  other  is  cor 
as  spacing  is  concerned.    If  one  is  incorrect  and  in  thfe  w: 
so  invariably  in  the  other  it  occurs  in  the  wrong  place, 
way  we  have  a  lot  of  letters  the  angles  of  which  deflect  to 
the  vertical  or  to  the  right,  and  bottoms  of  letters  like  the 
instead  of  setting  straight,  it  tails  off,  and  those  peculia: 
throughout,  and  I  have  had  to  examine  150  of  what  we 
malities,  things  that  ought  not  to  be  there,  and  they  obtain 
single  exception  on  both  sets  of  exhibits. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  both  sets?— A.  By  both  sets  of 
mean  the  two  anonymous  communications  as  one  set,  being 4 
in  my  opinion,  on  the  same  machine.    By  the  other  set  of 
mean  the  "  C 1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4,"  which  are  bound  i 

Q.  But  you  say  they  are  written  on  tlie  same  machine! — A 
are  written  on  the  same  machine. 

Now,  when  I  come  to  look  at  the  alignment — that  is  to  say,  I 
ning  of  the  words  literally  from  left  to  right — and  I  put  a  S 
edge  underneath  a  word,  I  find  the  bottoms  of  those  letters  ap 
and  recede  from  that  straightedge  in  a  given,  constant  quantil 
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wherever  I  find  the  word  in  the  "  C  "  exhibits  there  is  the  same  ap- 
proach and  receding  from  that  straightedge  in  a  given,  constant 
quantity.  When  I  measured  the  same  word  produced  in  the  two 
inonymous  communications  and  compare  it  with  the  same  word  to  be 
found  in  the  "  C  "  exhibits,I  find  exactly  the  same  width ;  it  keeps 
pactly  to  the  same  space.  When  I  examine  as  to  the  spacing  between 
the  letters.  I  find  exactly  the  same,  and  those  often  repeat  themselves 
with  hardly  an  exception  throughout.  In  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
instances,  leading  me  to  be  able  to  speak,  without  any  doubt  about  the 
hatter,  because  I  do  not  believe — and  of  course  I  must  base  it  on  my 
experience  and  the  experience  of  others  with  whom  I  have  talked, 
who  make  machines — that  such  things  could  not  occur  in  a  half  or  a 
quarter  or  1  per  cent  of  what  I  have Tbeen  able  to  find  in  these  anony- 
mous communications,  as  compared  with  the  standards  "CI"  to 
^C  4,"  and  would  be  sufficient  tor  me  to  formulate  an  opinion.  But 
it  is  multiplied  by  10,  and  if  I  went  on  I  could  multiply  it  by  a  hun- 
ted. I  found  everything  running  one  way,  enougn  to  lead  me  to 
think  that  it  could  not  have  been  made  by  any  other  machine. 

Q.  Let  us  have  those  papers  identified  in  some  way,  so  that  by 
jading  the  record  we  may  know  what  we  are  talking  about.  We 
ave  several  records  here,  and  we  want  it  to  appear  in  the  record  so 

at  anybody  in  reading  the  record  may  know  what  we  are  talking 

out — A.  One*  hundred  and  three  (103)  is  a  substantial  facsimile 
if  the  anonymous  letter  typewritten  on  the  Postal  Telegraph  Com- 
mercial Cable's  blank.  Now,  No.  101  is  an  enlargement  of  chart 
Inarked  100,  which  is  composed  of  words  cut  out  from  exhibits  102 
on  nhotographs  of  "  C  1,"  fi  C  2,"  «  C  3,"  and  "  C  4." 

Q.  I  think,  perhaps,  instead  of  calling  this  New  Willard  we  will 
ball  it — well,  it  is  on  the  New  Willard  letter  paper. — A.  Yes.  They 
kave  been  juxtaposed  for  the  purpose  of  addressing  attention  to 
(he  duplicate  words  that  occur  in  the  several  exhibits.  Beginning 
brith  the  first  three  words  of  the  anonymous  communications  on  the 
frew  Willard  blank  where  it  reads  "  For  Mr.  Carmichael,"  under- 
neath the  same  will  be  found  the  word  "  for."  which  is  taken  from 
J1  C  4,"  line  1,  and  next  to  it  "  Mr.  Chairman/5  as  taken  from  "  C  2," 

Eae  1.  And  the  attention  of  the  committee  is  asked  to  the  letter 
f  "  of  the  word  "  for  "  in  its  relative  position  to  the  "  or  "  which 
>llows  it.  Also  to  the  fact  that  the  spacing  as  between  the  said  "  f  " 
knd  the  said  "  o  "  is  an  abnormal  spacing,  and  that  abnormality  is  to 
be  found  existing  in  both  the  anonymous  communication  and  in  the 
faiown  typewriting.  The  "  o  "  will  be  found  to  have  its  accentuation 
im  the  right  side  of  its  circle,  while  the  left  side  is  thin,  and  in  that 
respect  is  abnormal  because  it  should  be  the  same  all  around. 

Q.  You  mean  that  the  "  o  "  is  darker  on  the  right  side  than  it  is  on 
the  left? — A.  Yes;  the  accentuation  or  color.  The  "  r  "  is  found  to 
be  approximately  on  the  same  base  line  as  the  "  o  "  and  the  space 
between  the  "  o  "  and  the  "  r  "  is  a  correct  space  and  in  that  respect 
obtains  with  the  known  "  or  "  taken  from  the  "  C  4  "  "  1 "  immedi- 
ately below  it.  So  that  we  have  the  letter  "  f  "  located  below  the 
letter  "  r,"  we  have  an  abnormal  space  between  the  "  f  "  and  "  o," 
ire  have  a  correct  space  between  the^'  o  "  and  the  "  r  "  and  we  have  a 
combination  of  the  "  f  "  and  the  "  or  "  making  "  for,''  making  in  that 
lone  word,  line  8,  comparisons  which  agree  both  in  their  abnormali- 
ties  and  in  their  normalcy,  in  respect  to  the  "  Mr."  which  follows 
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the  same,  which  is  taken  from  "  2,"  "  C  1,"  the  relationship  b 
the  "  M  "  and  the  "  r  "  and  the  dot  which  follows  the  "  r*  a 
capital  "  C  "  to  the  word  "  Carmichael "  in  one  instance  and 
"  C  "  of  the  word  "  Chairman  "  in.  the  other  instance.    While 
lower  exhibit,  being  " 2""C  1,"  the  " M "  appears  heavier, 
a  carbon  and  is  blurred,  and  is  found  to  have  the  same  sha 
form  in  relationship  to  the  "  r  "  and  to  the  dots  which  is  alsc 
cess  of  coloring  due  to  the  carbon  and  as  to  the  location  of  tJ 
and  the  fact  also  that  the  top  of  the  "  C  "  is  accentuated  a 
the  color  and  heaviness  is  concerned  and  corresponds  with  t1 
underneath  it    So  that  in  the  words  "  for  Mr.  C  "  we  have  i 
comparisons  which  identify  each  other  both  in  respect  to  abj 
ties  in  respect  to  correct  methods  and  there  is  no  variation.   ; 
there  was  nothing  else  in  this  case  except  the  question  of 
the  words  "  For  Mr.  C  "  were  written  on  the  same  machii) 
words  "  for  Mr.  C  "  which  appear  on  the  line  below,  there  i 
sufficient  to  point  in  that  direction,  perhaps  not  enough  tc 
definite  opinion,  but  it  is  pointing  in  that  direction,  and  in 
direction.    Now,  when  we  take  up  the  next  line,  which  r 
Congressman  does  not  want  to"  and  which  is  taken  froi 
which,  in  fact,  is  all  of  line  2,  of  the  anonymous  letter  on 
Willard  blank,  attention  is  addressed  to  the  word  "  Congi 
and  the  other  word  "  Congressman  "  which  are  juxtaposed  i 
order,  and  as  nearly  in.  the  same  place  as  possible.    There  i 
little  variation,  because  it  is  rather  difficult  in  pasting  snu 
like  that  to  locate  in  exactly  the  same  place,  but  I  wfll  sta 
measured  each  one  of  those  words  ana  they  measured  ex 
same;  and  if  perchance  a  word  is  a  little  to  the  right,  it  is  a 
far  as  the  size  is  concerned. 

Q.  You  used  the  word  "juxtaposed!" — A.  By  juxtapose 
by  putting  one  word  underneath  another  word,  putting  s 
underneath  another. 

Q.  Then  you  put  the  word  "  Congressman  "  as  picked  < 
different  papers — you  put  the  words  under  each  other  ?- 
sir;  putting  the  words  underneath  each  other.    Now,  I  die 
in  going  through  the  256  lines  which  constitute  exhibits  u 
"  C  4,"  inclusive,  did  not  use  the  any  one  word  "  Congressmai 
appeared  there,  but  I  chose  every  word  "  Congressman  " 
pears  in  those  four  exhibits,  without  exception,  and  thos 
ones  which  are  placed  one  underneath  the  other  on  this  Ex 
Now,  the  first  matter  to  which  attention  will  be  address 
capital  "  C,"  and  while  there  is  some  little  variation  in 
strength  or  kind  of  color,  for  the  reason  that  some  of  them.1 
bons  and  a  little  thicker  than  the  others,  yet,  nevertheless,  r 
the  relationship  as  between  the  darker  portions  and  the  lig^ 
tions,  or  their  location,  they  repeat  themselves  right  straight! 
and  identify  themselves  in  that  respect.    Now,  the  next  letr 
"  o,"  and  at  once  it  is  noticed  that  the  "  o  "  sets  up  above 
line.    You  could  put  a  straightedge  under  the  letter  "  e  "  andtj 
"  C,"  and  the  "  o  "  is  found  to  be  above  that;  or,  on  the  othd 
if  you  place  a  straightedge  under  the  word  "  Congressma 
the  "  C     would  be  found  to  be  below  the  line.    Now,  you 
it  whichever  way  you  please — in  either  way  the  result  is  t 
The  "  o  "  is  to  be  noticed  as  excessively  an  accentuated  lett 
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so  in  this  phenomena  throughout  the  entire  set  of  exhibits  than  al- 
most any  other  letter.  It  is  a  very  heavily-printed  letter,  and  in 
that  respect  obtains  throughout  The  "n"  is  fairly  on  the  same 
base  line.  The  "  g  "  and  then  we  come  to  the  "  r."  Now,  the  "  r," 
instead  of  being  imprinted  and  producing  a  result  of  actually  being 
perpendicular  or  vertical,  the  "  r  "  is  seen  to  be  tipped  to  the  right. 
It  tips  about  5  degrees  to  the  right  of  a  perpendicular,  and  that  pe- 
culiarity obtains  throughout  the  entire  exhibit.  There  are  nearly 
400  "  r%n  and  I  do  not  find  a  single  exception — they  all  tip.  The 
u  e  "  sets  up  fairly  straight  and  where  the  "  e  "  is  made  alone ;  the 
first  "  e  "  is  made  alone ;  where  it  is  to  be  found  following  a  second 
u  e,"  like  the  word  "  agreement,"  the  word  "  committee,"  the  re- 
markable thing  occurs  wnere  the  "  e  "  is  struck  the  second  time ;  in- 
stead *of  being  vertical,  it  tips  to  the  right — it  lies  over,  as  it  were — 
which  I  will  call  your  attention  to  later  on  when  we  get  to  the  tele- 
gram. 

If  you  look  at  the  telegram  you  will  find  the  word  "  committee," 
words  "naval  committee/5  where  that  "e"  tips  over  to  the  right, 
while  the  first  letter  "  e  "  is  straight.  Now,  you  will  find  the  first  "  s  " 
with  the  letter  "  e  "in  Congressman,"  and  that  obtains  fairly  through- 
out, while  the  second  "  s  "  Degins  to  lift  a  little  in  its  location.  It  is  a 
little  ways,  so  far  as  base  line  is  concerned,  a  little  ways  above.  When 
the  "  m  "  is  found,  the  first  staff  of  the  "  m  "  is  found  to  be  further 
down,  so  to  speak,  than  the  last  and  tips  a  little  to  the  left,  and  you 
will  notice,  instead  of  that "  s  "  being  on  line  with  the  top  of  the  "  m," 
it  sets,  as  it  were,  a  little  underneath  the  initial  portion  of  the  "  m." 
Now$  the  "  a  "  is  iairly  straight,  while  the  "  n  "  tips  a  little  to  the  right 
and  the  first  staff  is  heavier  in  shade  than  the  second  staff.  And  now, 
the  attention  of  the  committee  being  called  to  those  specifically,  now, 
if  the  committee  will  take  and  turn  the  exhibit  around  so  that  they  can 
see  the  bottom  of  the  word  "  Congressman,"  they  will  find  a  wave  line, 
a  sort  of  a  curved  line  with  the  same  wave  existing  throughout  the 
several  exhibits  to  the  word  "  Congressman,"  which  are  to  be  found 
in  that  line,  and  it  is  curious  to  itself.  It  is  the  same  wave  line;  so 
jthat  in  taking  up  the  word  "  Congressman  "  in  its  relationship  of  let- 
'ters  each  to  the  other  and  in  its  peculiarities  of  alignment  there  are 
many  reasons,  many  duplications  in  departures,  so  to  speak,  from  the 
standards  of  typewriting,  which  repeat  themselves  and  simply  add  to 
the  certainty  that  they  must  have  been  made  from  the  same  machine. 
Now,  taking  up  the  words  "  the  submarine  people  brought  out  a  " — 
that  is  line  5  of  the  anonymous  communication  to  be  found  on  the 
New  Willard  blank — and  there  I  have  underneath  the  word  "sub- 
marine "  a  number  of  like  words.  In  that  "  e  "  and  those  on  the  last 
column  every  word  "  submarine  "  the  submarine  "  e  "  that  was  to  be 
found  in  the  exhibits  "  C 1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4,"  I  have  used 
them  all  so  that  I  could  not  be  criticised,  and  I  want  to  call  attention 
right  now  to  one  of  them  that  does  not  compare  with  the  others,  and 
that  is  on  the  last  column,  where  it  says  "  3/12,"  the  small  "  e  "  which 
finishes  the  word  "  submarine,"  instead  of  corresponding  in  location 
is  to  space  between  "  n  "  and  "  e,"  it  is  close  up  to  the  "  n."  Now,  that 
occurs  not  only  in  respect  to  that  particular  "  e  "  and  "  n,"  but  on  the 
tame  page  of  the  same  sheet  of  the  known  typewriting  known  as  "  C 
jl "  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  leading  me  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  due  to 
the  operator  or  to  some  defect  in  the  machine  which  writes  generally 
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that  word  fairly  well,  with  a  few  exceptions,  to  which  I  hav 
attention. 

Now  "'the"  which  is  line  5,  beginning  with  the  capital  "' 
underneath  I  have  placed  the  word  "  the,"  as  taken  from  "  C 
38,  and  there  will  be  noticed  in  the  letter  a  heavier  mark,  dm 
fact  of  that  being  a  carbon,  while  the  "  v  "  above  it  is  an  o. 
The  most  noticeable  point  is  the  location  of  the  "  e  "  to  th 
which  precedes  it,  and  setting  as  it  does  above  what  would  be 
rect  base  line.    When  we  get  to  the  word  "  submarine,"  the  fin 
ter  to  call  attention  to  is  the  differentiation  as  between  the  cc 
eluded  in  the  small  "  s  "  and  the  "  u  "  which  follows  it    In  t 
case  one  is  round  and  light-stroked  as  compared  with  the  "  u  " 
follows  it,  and  in  that  respect  in  the  ones  oeneath  it,  that  hai 
placed  below,  that  same  differentiate  in  respect  to  color  ob 
Now  the  "  b  "  when  examined  is  found  not  to  be  vertical,  but 
a  little,  not  to  the  "  r  "  as  the  "  r "  tips  to  the  right,  but  it 
little  to  the  left,  and  therefore  it  is  out  of  plumb  and  that  peci 
obtains  in  all  the  "  b's  "  that  are  to  be  found  and  there  are 
and  dozens  of  them  in  the  standard  typewriting.    The  "nj 
sesses  the  same  peculiarity  to  which  I  called  attention.    1 
staff  reached  down  farther  than  the  last.    The  "  a  "  is  exc* 
close  to  the  "  r  "  and  then  comes  this  "  r  "  which  tips  to  the  ri 
makes  a  sort  of  a  "  v  "  as  it  were,  instead  of  a  parallel  line  if 
true,  vertical  lines  as  between  the  "  a  "  and  the  "  r,"  and 
respect  all  of  the  "  a-r's  "  that  are  to  be  found  the  standard 
and  possess  that  peculiarity  and  there  is  no  variation.    Tft 
come  to  the  "  i "  the  "  i  "  sides  are  almost  straight,  but  the  s 
tween  the  "  r  "  and  the  "  i "  is  an  abnormal  spacing,  it  is  nol 
and  yet  that  peculiar  spacing  obtains  in  the  known  or  ; 
specimen  of  typewriting  which  we  find  in  the  exhibits  " 
"  C  4,"  inclusive,  and  that  abnormality  where  the  preceding 
the  space  which  preceded  it  in  the  first  portion  of  the  lettd 
tween  the  "  b  "  and  "  n  "  is  correct,  that  abnormality  obtai 
that  runs  throughout  the  entire  run  of  typewriting.    When 
to  the  end  I  have  called  attention  to  that  before  in  the  word 
gressman,"  and  the  "  e  "  as  it  obtains  elsewhere  is  found 
above  the  base  line.     So  that  if  the  committee,  now  havi 
their  attention  specifically  to  letter  by  letter,  will  look  at 
"  submarine "  as  a  whole  word  and  in  their  mind's  eye 
straightedge  underneath  the  bottom  of  the  word  "  subma] 
will  be  found  to  be  a  wave  line  and  peculiar  to  itself. 

The  word  "  people,"  which  appears  on  line  5  of  the  New 
blank,  and  underneath  the  same  is  to  be  found  four  other 
"  people."     All  the  words  "  people  "  that  are  to  be  found 
"  C  1,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and  "  4  "  exhibits,  and  those  are  placed 
neath  and  are  respectively  taken  from  lines  2  C  37,  2  C  33,  i 
2  C  29.    Now,  the  first  thing  that  calls  attention,  that  the 
attracted  to  there,  is  the  fact  that  between  the  "e"  and  th< 
sets  a  small  "  o,"  and  that  "  o  "  is  excessively  accentuated ;  it 
normal  in  its  comparative  quality  and  accentuation  with  oth< 
ters,  and  that  repeats  itselt  in  each  case.     Also  it  will  be  n< 
that  while  the  spacing  between  the  "  p  "  and  the  "  e  "  is  appro* 
and  fairly  correct,  the  spacing  between  the  "e"  and  the  "< 
abnormal  and  it  is  incorrect,  and  that  incorrectness  and  abnorfl 
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tains  in  the  four  specimens  taken  from  the  "  C  "  exhibits,  which 

*  juxtaposed  in  the  chart  When  the  spacing  as  between  the  "  o  " 
d  the  "  p  "  is  called  attention  to,  that  also  is  found  to  be  abnormal 
d  out  ox  place,  and  that  abnormality  is  existing  and  apparent  in 

*  standards  taken  from  the  "CI,"  "2,"  "3,"  and  "4*  exhibits. 
ie  "e,"  as  it  happehed  most  times  when  used  as  the  last  letter, 
ts  above  the  base  line,  so  that  if  the  committee  will  look  at  the 
ffd  "  people  "  as  a  whole,  both  on  the  top  of  the  word  and  on  the 
ee  of  the  word,  they  will  find  a  curved  line,  a  sort  of  a  wave  line, 
rich  corresponds  and  obtains  throughout,  thus  producing  like 
enomena  not  only  in  respect  to  the  small  letters,  but  in  respect  to 
»  entire  word  as  a  whole,  and  there  is  no  exception,  and  that 
euliarity  of  combination  of  letters  wherever  found,  whether  in  the 
rd  "  people  "  or  whether  in  some  other  word,  those  peculiarities 
tain  with  hardly  any  exception,  as  I  have  been  able  to  ascertain. 
Now,  we  take  up  the  words  on  line  8,  anonymous  communication 

the  New  Willard  blank,  which  reads  "  Loud  to  vote  for  sub- 

irines,"  and  there  I  have  been  able  to  take  all  the  words  "  subma- 

aes  »  that  I  could  find  in  the  "  C 1,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and  "  4  "  exhibits 

combination  with  the  word  "  for,"  arid  where  I  could  not  find 

t  word  "  for  "  if  I  found  preceding  that  word  "  submarines  "  an 

r,"  which  is  the  last  letter  of  the  word  "  for,"  you  will  find  that 

r"  to  be  present  and  located  in  juxtaposition  with  the  other  one. 

at  we  have  here  in  exhibit  "  C  1 "  28  the  entire  two  words  "  for 

bmarines,"  and   that  lies    immediately  underneath   this   line  8, 

here  it  reads  "  Loud  to  vote  for  submarines,"  and  there  in  the  word 

for,"  the  small  "  f ,"  the  distance  as  between  the  "  f  "  and  the  "  o  " 

found  to  be  an  abnormal  space,  and  that  abnormality  where  that 

ord  occurs  "  for  "  on  the  top  of  the  line,  which  is  "  C  1,"  line  14,  on 

te  top  of  the  page,  it  is  an  abnormal  space,  and  it  repeats  itself 

>t  only  there,  but  wherever  the  word  "for"  occurs  in  the  known 

lecimens,  which  have  been  designated  as  "  C  1  "  to  "  C  4,"  inclu- 

ve.    Now,  the  letter  "  o  "  is  accentuated,  abnormally  so,  as  atten- 

on  has  been  called  to,  and  that  repeats  itself.    The  "  r  "  tips  over 

y  the  right  the  same  as  the  other  "  r."     We  come  to  the  word 

submarines,"  and  call  attention  to  the  relationship  as  between  the 

s  "  and  the  "  u  " — the  "  b  "  tipping  over  the  first  staff  being  lower 

han  the  second,  the  "  a  "  setting  on  what  might  be  called  a  straight 

ine,  a  base  line,  the  "  r  "  tipping  over  to  the  right,  and  the  "  ine  " 

is  it  obtains  in  the  other  words  "  submarine."    So  that  if  you  will 

ake  the  words  "  for  submarines  "  now,  and  examine  them  in  respect 

©  this  wave  line  or  base  line,  you  will  find  the  same  compound  curve 

mining  along  that  is  possessed  in  the  other  words  "  submarines,"  but 

rou  have  the  addition  there  of  the  word  "  for,"  which  precedes  it, 

md  that  obtains  the  same,  and  where  those  combinations  exist  in 

he  one  instance  they  exist  in  the  other  instance. 

Now,  further  down  on  line  7  of  the  anonymous  communication 
tppear  the  words  "  Loud  he  withdrew  upon  agreement  of."  I  cut 
rat "  he  withdrew  upon,"  and  while  I  was  not  able  to  find  the  word 
6  withdrew  "  in  any  place  on  any  line  on  the  256  lines  which  consti- 
;ute  Exhibits  "CI"  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  they  did  not  exist,  there  is 
10  such  word  there,  but  there  is  the  word  "  withdraw,"  so  that  I  have 
been  able  to  utilize  and  employ  the  letters  "withdr,"  and  the  at- 
ention  of  the  committee -is  addressed  to  those,  not  only  to  their  base 
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linfc,  but  to  the  abnormal  space  which  is  existing  as  between  "  i  "  and 
"t;"  it  is  too  much  space;  and  vet  that  obtains  both  the  anony- 
mous communication  and  in  the  tour  specimens  taken  from  "  C  2," 
line  36,  "  C  2,"  line  33,  "  C  2,"  line  29,  and  "  C  2,"  line  30.  Those 
lift  themselves.  Now,  when  we  come  to  the  anonymous  communica- 
tion on  the  cable  blank  we  will  find  that  word  "withdrew;"  it  ex- 
ists there,  but  it  does  not  exist  in  the  standards  from  "  C 1 "  to  "  C4." 
I  will  call  attention  to  that  later.  Now,  in  the  lower  left-hand  point 
of  the  Exhibit  100,  which  is  the  enlarged  photograph  chart,  is  a  re- 
production from  lines  10  of  the  New  Willard  blank,  where  it  reads 
"  State  Senator— former  secretary  to  Loud,"  and  I  have  employed 
the  two  words  "  Senator,"  which  are  to  be  found  as  among  the  256 
lines  of  the  "CI"  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  exhibits  which  I  have  juxta- 
posed one  of  them  faces  that  "  — "  following  the  "  r,"  and  those 
words  "  Senator  "  are  taken  from  "CI"  29  and  "CI"  44,  while 
the  word  "  state,"  which  is  juxtaposed  under  the  word  "  state  "  of  line 
10  in  the  New  Willard  anonymous  letters.  These  two  words  "  state  w 
are  cut  out  and  taken  from  r'  C  2  "  30  and  "  C  3  "  21.  Now,  in  call- 
ing attention  first  to  the  words  "  state  "  the  committee  will  notice  the 
abnormal  spacing,  and  by  abnormal  I  mean  it  is  not  the  regular 
spacing  of  the  standard  machine;  it  differentiates;  and  consequently 
I  call  it  abnormal  and  a  departure  from  the  word  perfect  as  indi- 
cating space,  and  "state"  and  that  abnormal  spacing  is  found  in 
the  line  10  of  the  anonymous  communication  to  exactly  obtain  in 
the  two  specimens  cut  from  the  "  C  1 "  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  exhibits. 
Not  only  that,  but  so  far  as  the  accentuation  of  the  letters  are  con- 
cerned, it  will  be  seen  that  the  strength  of  the  letters  there  the  strong- 
est are  the  letters  "  t,"  and  thev  repeat  themselves.  And  then  when 
we  get  to  the  "  e,"  it  will  be  found  that  the  "  e  "  lifts  up  from  the 
base  line  as  I  have  called  attention  to  in  the  other  cases  of  final 
"  e's."  Now,  we  come  to  the  word  "  Senator,"  and  immediately  the 
capital  "  S  "  is  found  to  be  lower  down,  so  to  speak,  than  the  "e " 
which  follows  it,  or,  in  other  words,  the  "  e  "  is  higher  up  from  the 
base  line  which  follows  it.  But,  whichever  way,  the  result  is  the 
same,  and  the  word  "  Senator  "  seems  to  run  down  hill  until  it  strikes 
the  letter  "  t,"  and  then  there  is  a  slight  lifting  and  a  bend  from  "  r" 
with  the  "-"  or  dash  which  follows  it;  an<f  that  same  peculiarity 
not  only  specifically  but  generally  obtains  throughout  that  word 
"  Senator,"  and  it  repeats  itself,  and  even  more  so  where  the  is 
clearer  and  perhaps  not  so  far  away  from  the  original  in  the  mani- 
folding in  the  last  one,  and  so,  those  peculiarities  repeat  themselves. 

Now,  I  have  called  attention  to  some  46  specific  words,  and  I  have 
individualized  specifically  the  letters  which  multiply  that  46  so  that 
it  really  takes  it  into  the  hundreds,  and  those  repeat  themselves  with 
hardly  an  exception,  leading  me  to  the  undoubted  conclusion  that 
the  typewriting  found  in  the  New  Willard  Hotel  blank  must  have 
been  imprinted  from  the  same  machine  from  which  was  imprinted 
exhibits  marked  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4,"  and  those  are  my 
reasons  in  so  far  as  the  Willard  Hotel  blank  is  concerned. 

Now,  taking  up  the  Postal  Telegraph  blank,  there  I  find  perhaps 
not  so  many  large  words  as  we  do  small  ones,  and  I  regret  that  I  have 
not  got  photographs  of  it,  but  I  call  attention  generally,  so  that  the 
committe  can  see  it  at  a  glance.     I  want  to  call  attention 

Q.  What  is  that  paper  you  have  in  your  hand?     Let's  identify  it 
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in  some  way.  We  will  call  this  104. — A.  No ;  104  is  the  photograph 
lines  which  appear  in  the  anonymous  letter  on  the  Postal  Telegraph 
blank  which  have  been  cut  out  in  strips  and  pasted  upon  the  card- 
board marked  by  the  committee  No.  104. 

Q.  Is  that  chart  which  you  have  in  your  hand  marked  104 ;  is  that 
made  up  of  lines  cut  from  a  duplicate  of  103  ? — A.  The  duplicate  of 
103. 

Q.  Postal  telegram  anonymous  communication  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  copies  of  that? — A.  No,  sir.  I  can  not  have  any, 
because  this  is  the  original.  I  did  not  have  time  for  it.  I  am  going 
to  specify  what  they  are  and  then  I  will  hand  it  to  the  committee. 
"Loud  voted  for  this  $1,476,296.60  graft  in  the  naval  committee," 
and  while  I  do  not  find  a  duplication  of  the  large  words  in  the  "  C  " 
standards,  "CI"  to  "  C  4,"  inclusive,  I  do  find  on  line  7  of  exhibit 
u  C  4  "  this  combination,  not  the  word  "  in,"  but  the  letter  "  n,"  as 
ending  a  word;  and  then  the  words  "  the  naval  committee,"  so  that 
we  have  practically  three  complete  words  and  part  of  another.  I 
find  words  ojt  exhibit  "  C  1,"  line  11,  which  I  have  juxtaposed  under- 
neath— "  there  is  a  story  in  circulation  that  the  Holland  people  get 
a  " — and  I  have  also  juxtaposed  the  word  "  people  "  taken  from  "  C  2," 
line  37,  and  the  word  "  people  "  is  found  in  the  Willard  Hotel  anony- 
mous communication  I  juxtaposed  above.  So  that  we  have  the  word 
tt  people  "  which  appears  in  the  New  Willard  Hotel  anonymous  com- 
munication first,  then  the  word  "  people  "  as  it  appears  in  the  anony- 
mous communication  on  the  telegram,  and  then  the  word  "  people  " 
as  it  appears  in  the  known— or  exhibits  "  C  1 "  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  "  C 
4  " — specimens,  and  those  words  "  people  "  are  called  attention  to. 
On  line  3  I  have  been  able  to  select  the  word  u  attorney,"  and  the 
word  "  become  "  I  have  found  in  the  anonymous  communication  on 
the  hotel  blank.  I  have  found  in  the  anonymous  communication  on  the 
hotel  blank  the  words  "  prominent  candidate  against,"  showing  the 
same  blur  which  I  have  juxtaposed  above  the  word  "  submarines."  On 
line  4  and  on  line  5  I  there  find  the  word  "  withdrew  "  which  we 
were  unable  to  find  in  any  of  the  "  C  "  exhibits,  nor  was  I  able  to  find 
it  in  the  anonymous  communication  on  the  New  Willard  Hotel  blank. 
I  should  say  we  were  able  to  find  it  on  the  New  Willard  Hotel  blank ; 
there  we  find  the  duplicate  word.  In  making  my  comparison  from 
the  chart  101  I  had  to  use  the  word  "  withdrew ;  "  there  was  no  word 
tt  withdrew  "  in  the  "  C  "  exhibits,  and  here  we  find  the  word  "  with- 
drew," one  from  each,  one  from  the  telegram  anonymous  letter  and 
the  other  from  the  New  Willard  anonymous  letter.  Now,  on  line  6 
I  have  used  the  word  "  Washington  "  as  corresponding  and  coincid- 
ing with  the  words  "  Washington  Post  "  which  appear  on  line  6  that 
I  have  taken  from  "  C  2,"  exhibit  47.  On  line  7  I  find  the  word 
a  proposition  " 

Q.  You  say  exhibit  47?— A.  No;  I  say  Exhibit  "  C  2,"  line  47,  on 
line  7.  I  find  the  words  "  Loud  can  be  defeated  on  this  proposition 
alone  by  you,"  and  I  find  on  "  C  1,"  Exhibit  22,  the  word  "  proposi- 
tion," which  I  have  juxtaposed.  I  do  not  find  duplications  or  the 
other  words  until  I  get  to  line  10,  and  then  I  am  able  to  find  the  com- 
bination of  all  the  words  where  it  says  on  line  10,  "  have  them  write 
Loud  for  explanation  and  whether  the,"  and  I  find  that  combination 
of  "  and  whether  "  in  Exhibit  "  C  3,"  line  35,  and  that  I  have  juxta- 
posed underneath  the  order  combination  of  words  "  and  whether." 
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And  now,  having  called  attention  to  those,  I  hand  the  chart  to  tb 
committee  so  that  they  can  see  what  I  have  called  attention  to. 

Now,  for  the  reasons  that  I  have  expressed  and  specifically  andgv- J 
erally  and  from  many  hundreds  of  comparisons  that  I  have  made'rn 
the  period  of  time  in  which  I  have  been  engaged,  all  lead  me  to  the  one 
and  same  conclusion,  and  I  have  not  asked  the  committee  to  accept  ny 
opinion,  due  to  any  value  that  it  might  have  because  of  the  matter  m 
reputation,  but  simply  ask  them  to  accept  it  for  the  reasons  I  ha* 
expressed.  Those  reasons  point,  as  I  have  stated,  all  in  one  singk 
direction,  and  that  is  to  the  same  one  machine  that  wrote  the  "  C  i? 
"  2,"  "3,"  and  "  4  "  exhibits,  and  it  is  for  those  reasons  that  I  am  A 
the  opinion  th*t  the  anonymous  communications,  both  of  them,  i 
written  from  that  machine. 

Q.  Well,  now,  this  chart  No.  104  you  have  handed  us  simply  am 
copy  or  rather  only  the  original.  Could  that  be  photographed  or  can 
we  have  duplicates  of  it? — A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  If  we  desire  them? — A.  You  do  desire  them? 

Q.  A  few  things  occur  to  me  to  ask  you  in  looking  ov^r  this  chart 
101.  I  see  there,  for  instance,  the  word  "  Carmichael  "  on  the  top  rf 
the  line  and  right  under  it  "  Mr.  Chairman."  Now  "  Mr.  Chairman" 
Beems  to  be  a  good  deal,  considerably  darker,  the  letters,  and  heavier 
than  the  word  "  Carmichael "  above? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  explained 
that,  I  thought,  in  the  beginning.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  words 
"  Mr.  Chairman  "  is  a  carbon,  and  the  difference  in  quality  or  cokr 
of  that  particular  work,  that  blurring  or  blotting,  if  you  will  compare 
the  original  you  will  find  the  same  thing  to  exist. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  that  it  is  a  carbon? — A.  I  mean  to 
say  that  is  struck  through  a  piece  of  paper  on  which  has  been  spread 
lampblack  and  glycerin,  which  makes  what  you  call  a  carbon  paper* 
Striking  that,  it  is  struck  through  the  original,  which  is  the  papff 
that  comes  next  to  the  ribbon — first  the  type  and  then  the  ribbon  and 
then  the  original  paper. 

Q.  Do  we  understand  you  to  mean  that  when  the  original  words 
a  Mr.  Chairman  "  were  written  there  were  more  than  one  copy  made 
at  the  same  time? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  This  is  what  a  typewriter  calls  a  carbon  copy? — A.  This  is  a 
carbon  copy,  manifold  copy. 

Q.  Would  that  account  for  "  the  submarine  people  brought  out  a,* 
right  under  "submarine?  "  I  notice  that  the  other  "  submarines," or 
some  of  them,  at  least,  appear  to  be  darker,  heavier. — A.  That  is 
caused  for  the  same  reason,  and  perhaps  from  the  fact  that  in  making 
what  we  call  developed  photographs,  photographs  developed  in  the 
same  manner  as  photographic  negatives  are  developed,  sometimes 
the  negative  overprints  a  little  more  than  other  times  and  it  over- 
developes  it  a  little,  but  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  definition  except 
to  make  it  k  little  darker — it  all  appears  darker. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  definition  t— 
A.  I  mean  to  say  that  the  lines  are  just  as  well  defined,  or  better  de- 
fined, if  you  please,  when  it  is  dark. 

Q.  Then  the  fact  that  it  is  dark,  you  say,  does  not  interfere?— A. 
Not  a  particle,  sir,  because  it  is  overprinted.  The  trouble  is  photo- 
graphic. 

Q.  Is  the  same  true  or  not  with  the  word  "  Senator  "  next  to  the 
bottom  line? — A.  Yes;  it  is. 
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Q.  The  middle  "  Senator  "  seems  to  me  to  be  darker  in  complexion 
tap.  his  fellows. — A.  Yes,  sir;  for  the  same  reason  that  it  is  printed 
little  darker,  but  it  does  not  affect  the  shape  nor  the  form  of  the 
ttters,  and  that  is  all  we  have  to  do  with  it. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Carvalho,  I  would  like  to  know  when  a  num- 
bt  of  documents  are  submitted  to  you  written  in  typewriting  to  pass 
pon,  to  give  your  opinion  on  as  nearly  as  possible,  what  typewriter 
iey  were  on,  and  then  to  answer  the  questions  whether  any  two  of 
hem  were  written  on  the  same  typewriter,  I  would  like  to  know  what 
our  process  is  of  starting  on  such  a  quest  Certainly  to  me  it  would 
b  perfectly  blind  to  attempt  to  say  from  different  papers  what  instru- 
ments they  were  made  on  or  whether  they  were  made  on  the  same 
nstrument,  and  I  would  like  to  know  how  you  begin  when  you  get 
his  mass  of  paper? 

A.  I  would  begin  first  by  looking  at  the  general  appearance,  what 
\  have  already  designated  as  altogether  the  pictorial  effect.  I  would 
follow  that  up  first  seeking  for  the  most  prominent  characteristics, 
Aid  by  characteristics  I  mean  the  most  promment  departures  from  the 
standards  of  typewriting,  of  perfect  typewriting  or  perfect  imprint- 
ng.  I  would  throw  out  and  jot  down  those  departures.  I  would 
ilso  call  attenti6n  to  those  portions  of  the  imprinted  typewriting 
vrhich  were  perfect  and  if  I  found  that  the  departures  or  abnormal 
Slings  corresponded  in  the  two  papers  that  were  submitted  to  me  and 
it  exactly  corresponded,  and  I  found  the  same  thing  to  exist  in  respect 
to  the  perfect  writing,  then,  sir,  I  would  form  the  opinion  that  it  must 
have  been  written  from  the  same  machine.  That  is  what  I  have  been 
trying  to  do  here  to-day. 

The  Chairman.  Then,  as  I  understand  you,  if  you  should  find  if 
they  all  contained  the  similarities  between  the  two  papers  and  then 
should  begin  to  discover  dissimilarity,  you  would  discard  them? 

A.  I  would,  sir,  right  away. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  a  process  of  elimination? 

A.  A  process  of  elimination. 

Hie  Chairman.  Until  you  find  abnormalities  occurring  between 
two  papers? 

A.  Yes,  sir.  In  other1  words,  if  there  were  only  a  thousand 
machines  in  Washington,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  and  no  more, 
and  each  of  these  machines  was  known  and  you  put  into  my  hands  a 
specimen  of  typewriting  which  you  had  reason  to  believe  came  from 
some  one  of  those  machines,  I  would  go  and  get  it,  if  I  knew  where 
they  were  and  have  the  right  to  do  it,  I  would  get  specimens  of  writ- 
ing from  each  of  those  machines.  Then  I  would  begin  to  look  into 
the  matter  that  was  submitted  to  me  to  pass  on  for  special  peculiari- 
ties; that  is  to  say,  I  would  begin  with  No.  1  out  of  the  thousand,  and 
if  I  found  none  of  those  except  in  200  of  them  I  would  eliminate  the 
rest  So  I  would  go  on  and  boil  it  down  gradually  and  gradually 
until  I  reached  the  one  which  had  all  of  the  abnormalities  and  all  of 
the  perfect  things  which  existed  in  the  specimen  that  was  submitted 
to  me,  and  then  I  have  got  the  machine. 

The  Chairman.  Then  I  understand  you  if  yoil  had  a  thousand  ma- 
chines of  the  same  kind  that  those  anonymous  communications  were 
written  on  you  would  not  be  mistaken  as  to  which  one  duplicated 
these  abnormalities? 

A.  Absolutely  not. 
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Q.  Are  you  positive  of  that!— A.  I  am  as  positive  of  that  as  I  (an 
be  about  anything  that  I  did  not  actually  do  myself. 

The  Chairman.  Any  member  of  the  committee  wish  to  ask  any 
questions? 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  If  any  change  was  made  in  the  machine  by  reason  of  repairing 
or  moving  from  one  point  of  a  room  to  another,  between  the  tune  the 
first  communication  was  drawn  on  the  machine  and  the  last  page  was 
written,  would  that  not  make  some  difference? — A.  It  would. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  It  would  make  a  difference,  because  the 
changes  which  had  been  made  in  the  repaired  machine  would  obtain 
in  the  imprints  which  were  made  from  the  repaired  machine,  and 
when  we  compared  and  found  the  other  things  correct,  we  would  have 
to  say  as  to  tnat  machine,  ^bmething  had  been  done  to  that  machine, 
if  we  found  a  sufficient  duplication  of  abnormalities  and  perfect 
marks  in  the  two  specimens.  I  have  had  cases  of  that  kind,  sir, 
where  the  machine  had  been  repaired?  but  as  a  rule  the  machine  that 
is  repaired,  except  a  very  old  affair,  it  is  only  a  letter  that  has  been 
changed,  or  tightening  up,  something  of  that  Kind,  and  it  only  affects 
the  alignment. 

Q.  Does  heat  and  cold  make  any  difference  in  the  alignment  or 
working  of  a  machine,  so  that  it  makes  a  difference  in  the  letters?— A. 
It  is  said  iron  or  metal  contracts  with  cold  and  expands  with  heat 
I  think  the  difference  would  be  so  infinitesimal  that  no  one  could 
discover  it.  I  can  not  say  that  I  have  ever  had  a  specimen  that  was 
written  with  the  thermometer  at  zero  to  compare  with  a  specimen 
written  with  the  thermometer  100  in  the  shade,  to  compare  with  the 
other.  I  can  not  say  that,  but  from  my  own  knowledge  of  matters 
of  that  kind  I  would  say  the  difference  would  be  little  or  nothing. 
You  could  not  even  see  it  hardly. 

Q.  Suppose  you  have  4  or  6  imprints  which  you  claim  are  pro- 
duced on  the  same  machine,  would  6  different  persons  of  6  different 
temperaments  with  6  different  grades  of  experience  or  inexperience 
work  on  different  machines  at  different  times  under  different  cir- 
cumstances, would  that  not  make  a  great  difference  in  the  appear- 
ance of  the  work  of  the  machine,  so  that  you  could  not  be  able  to  find 
these  identities? — A.  It  is  my  belief,  sir,  that  different  persons  play- 
ing on  the  keys  of  a  machine  have,  the  same  as  in  playing  the  piano, 
they  have  a  different  touch,  one  accentuates,  so  to  speak,  more  with 
one  finger,  presses  harder  with  one  finger,  strikes  a  harder  blow,  be 
might  use  the  same  finger,  but  differs  so  far  as  the  touch  is  con- 
cerned, which  would  be  indicated  by  what  I  have  called  attention 
to  as  the  pictorial  effect  or  as  the  French  say,  the  tout  ensemble,  the 
altogether;  while  so  far  as  the  correctness  of  the  writing  is  con- 
cerned, the  body  of  the  writing  showing  the  skillfubiess  of  the  hand 
or  on  the  other  hand  showing  the  green  hand,  which  I  think  yonr 
honor  is  calling  attention  to,  I  think  that  would  be  very  apparent 
I  think  one  could  see  that  the  writing  was  done  by  some  one  not  very 
familiar  with  the  machine.  I  think  that  would  make  it  much  more 
difficult,  but  that  would  not  change  the  especial  form  of  the  letter; 
neither  would  it  change  the  place  where  that  letter  strikes  the 
cylinder. 

Q.  Wouldn't  a  heavy  blow  given  obliquely  upon  the  key  or  a  light 
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*  s:  given  directly  upon  the  key A.  Yes ;  if  the  machine  wag 

.  r=*fcd,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  was  touched  very  lightly,  when 

■—A  it  might  drop  down  below  the  line.    There  are  all  lands  of 

ms  things  happen  and  those  produce — as  the  French  say — they 

x  at  you,  something  has  happened  to  you  that  is  irregular.    Then 

look  through  the  writing  and  see  if  you  can  find  that  same  letter 

-  ~*r  the  same  circumstances,  whether  it  always  occurs  that  way,  but 
^  "find  it  does  not,  that  that  was  an  accident,  and  I  quite  agree  with 
^  -  sir,  that  the  general  work  done  by  different  people — now,  I  have 

-  rd  it  said,  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  it  because  I  have  not  gone 
-deeply  into  the  matter,  that  the  touch  as  between  the  expert  type- 
L-ters,  the  touch  even  can  be  distinguished  when  they  are  operating 

^Idly  on  a  good  machine,  sir. 

.- )»  In  your  experience  do  you  find  operators  who  have  had  con- 

_  *able  experience  in  the  line  of  operating  machines  of  a  particu- 

:^:  make  do  their  work  in  about  the  same  way,  so  that  their  style  or 

-  finer  of  operating  a  machine  can  be  identified? — A.  So  far  as 
-_  at  you  call  mechanical  arrangement ;  for  instance,  starting  to  write 

-juestion — the  individual  "A,"  for  instance — he  has  printed  the 

.  JBtion ;  he  may  begin  immediately  on  the  right  of  the  line,  "  What 

four  name,  if  you  please?"    Next  man  comes  along,  he  will  skip  a 

.  ice ;  he  will  begin  the  word  "  What "  a  little  to  the  right.    Those 

_*  habits  which  from  long  practice  obtain,  and  different  men  will 

:^ite  differently,  and  I  think  that  the  first  thing  to  be  looked  at  in 

_  jking  at  the  general  lay-out  or  mechanical  arrangements  would  be 

.  jrt  very  thing  that  your  honor  suggested.    There  are  people  who  are 

jiting  on  the  machme  to-day  who  are  experts,  without  even  looking 

*it;  their  hands  simply  travel  and  they  produce  results.    They  do 

fhave  to  look  at  it  any  more  than  a  person  who  plays  the  piano ; 
thing  comes  to  them.  Those  people  nave  their  own  peculiarities. 
m  course,  if  their  mind  is  directed  to  each  letter,  like  in  hand- 
titing,  ii  you  put  your  mind  on  a  signature,  you  are  not  writing 
ifai  signature ;  your  signature  is  not  normal.  Like  in  a  will  signa- 
4te,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  it  is  stiff  and  not  normal.  If  you 
Jkite  a  check  signature — a  signature  to  a  check — rapidly,  that  is  you 
Ad  in  there  you  put  yourself.  And  so  it  is  with  the  expert  type- 
writer who  travels  rapidly  over  his  or  her  machine;  that  is  their 
peculiar  work;  but  if  they  go  slowly  and  stop  to  think  about  it,  then 
jhe  work  is  not  as  perfect  as  when  they  work  rapidly. 

Q.  Then  we  are  to  understand  that  the  experienced  operator  who 
Works  on  the  machine,  to  a  large  extent  on  the  same  machine,  does 
touch  work  in  a  rapid  and  businesslike  way.  can  be  identified  by  you 
easier  than  the  man  who  simply  uses  a  machine  and  works  in  rather 
an  awkward  and  inexperienced  way? — A.  Well,  I  can  hardly  say 
that,  Mr.  Stevens,  because  a  man  who  keeps  books,  the  bookkeeper, 
keeps  the  set  of  books,  and  they  are  a  picture  to  look  at.  He  is,  01 
course,  writing  all  the  time,  mien  it  comes  to  the  experienced  type- 
writer, he  does  arbitrary  things.  If  he  strikes  an  "  a^'  that  is  all  he 
can  do ;  it  is  arbitrary  to  a  large  extent,  but  there  is  the  smoothness 
of  the  writer  which  makes  altogether  the  pictorial  effect.  It  is 
prettier  from  the  skillful  writer  than  it  is  from  the  man  who  is  not 
skillful. 

Q.  Have  you  arrived  at  that  degree  of  experience  in  this  work  so 
that  you  can  give  opinions  as  to  the  person  who  wrote  the  partic- 
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ular  paper  that  is  desired  to  be  identified  from  having  exhibited  to 
you  several  copies  written  on  the  same  machine  on  which  two  coma 
or  more  may  be  written  by  the  same  person ;  could  you  identify  wd 
person? — A.  No;  I  would  not  pretend  to  identify  the  particular  indi- 
vidual. I  might  guess  at  it.  I  would  not  state  it  under  oath.  I 
would  not  undertake  to  identify  the  individual. 

Q.  You  would  not,  then,  begin  to  identify  or  attempt  to  identify 
the  particularities  of  the  individual  as  you  do  the  particularities  A 
the  machine? — A.  No,  sir;  the  one  I  can  show  you,  the  other  I 
can  not. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  I  understand,  from  your  experience  as  an  expert  in  these  mat- 
ters, you  consider  typewriting  investigations  as  susceptible  of  demon- 
stration ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  consider  handwriting  investigations  aa  amounting  to 
any  more  than  a  matter  of  opinion  ? — A.  Yes,  sir ;  and  sometime! 
a  matter  of  demonstration  to  a  reasonable  mind.  ' 

Q.  Is  there  a  distinction  between  the  degree  of  certainty  witk 
which  your  mind  rests  on  a  conclusion  drawn  from  an  investigation 
of  a  certain  quantity  of  typewritten  matter  for  comparison ;  is  there 
a  distinction  and  satisfaction  in  vour  conclusion  in  that  case  as  com- 
pared with  the  other? — A.  Witn  handwriting,  yes,  sir;  there  is. 

Q.  In  favor  of  which? — A.  Of  the  typewriting. 

The  Chairman.  Any  other  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives desire  to  ask  this  witness  any  questions  ? 

Is  there  anyone  else  present,  either  in  person  or  by  counsel,  who 
would  like  to  ask  the  witness  any  questions? 

Senator  Thurston.  I  would  be  glad  to  have  you  ask  this  witoes 
along  this  line;  I  want  to  formulate  the  questions;  I  see  there  has 
been  submitted  to  this  witness  a  large  number  of  typewritten  docu- 
ments, a  number  of  which  I  have  identified  as  having  been  dictated 
by  me,  and  I  have  also  noticed  that  the  particular  documents  he  re- 
fers to  are  the  number  of  questions  in  this  list  as  to  which  I  testified. 
I  believed  that  I  knew  nothing.  I  would  like  to  have  the  witness 
interrogated  as  to  whether  any  of  these  others  that  I  identified  tf 
havingl>een  dictated  wholly  or  in  part  by  myself  were  written  on  the 
same  machine. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  examine  that  mass  of  documents  that 
was  submitted  to  you  and  say  if  you  have  satisfied  yourself  as  to 
which  ones,  if  any,  were  written  on  the  same  machines  as  "  C  1 "  to 
"C  4,"  inclusive? 

A.  Yes;  I  went  through  all  of  these,  and  I  concluded  that  some 
were  written  on  one  machine  and  some  were  written  on  another  ma- 
chine, and  I  took  the  first  four  that  I  had  selected  of  the  one  particu- 
lar machine  to  use  to  make  photographs,  but  there  are  others  in  here 
of  that  same  machine.  I  can  not  tell  you  which  ones  they  are  now, 
and  it  will  take  some  little  time  to  do  it,  but  I  know  that  there  was. 

The  Chairman.  The  documents  were  written  on  one  or  the  other 
of  the  machines? 

A.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  And  you  have  gotten  this  by  the  process  of  elimi- 
nation you  described? 

A.  i  es,  sir. 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288.  1891 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  Have  you  examined  them  far  enough  to  ascertain  how  many 
machines  were  used  to  produce  that  mass  of  documents? — A.  If  that 
is  the  same  batch  of  matter  that  I  first  examined,  and  only  the  bulk 
of  the  writing,  they  were  the  bulk  of  the  writing,  those  that  I  ex- 
amined. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  It  is  barely  possible  that  those  papers  were  not  all 
submitted  to  the  witness  on  the  7th  of  April ;  some  of  them,  I  think, 
we  have  put  in  that  bundle  since.  They  were  all  fastened  together 
the  other  day  when  he  testified  concerning  them.  I  am  not  positive 
that  they  were  all  shown  to  him 

Senator  Thubston.  Just  for  my  own  satisfaction  I  would  be  glad 
to  have  the  committee  ask  him  to  examine  those  papers  and  see  what 
other  ones,  in  his  judgment,  were  written  on  the  same  machine  he 
testified  about. 

The  Witness.  Of  those  here  that  I  recall  as  being  in  the  original 
package  that  I  examined  my  tentative  report  at  that  time  was  that 
they  were  imprinted  from  two  machines,  not  from  one,  but  from  two, 
and  I  arranged  them  in  two  piles  and  had  the  first  rour  specimens, 
which  I  marked  "  C  1,"  "  C  2?'  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4,"  because  before  as 
it  was  they  occupied  9  pages  and  they  had  to  be  made  the  size  of  11 
by  14  inches,  and  I  did  not  want  to  make  too.  many  negatives,  because 
my  time  would  have  been  lengthened,  when  I  expected  to  complete 
the  work  I  was  doing.  But  to  be  able  to  say  in  this  which  I  have  not 
looked  at  at  all,  whether  there  is  one,  two,  three,  or  four,  or  five 
machines  without  being  able  to  go  through  it,  I  am  not  able  to  say, 
but  the  original  lot  submitted  to  me  there  were  only  two  machines. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  wished  to  ascertain  for  my  own  satisfaction. 
I  dictated  a  number  of  papers  found  in  that  bundle,  and  I  was  anxi- 
ous to  know  whether  as  to  any  of  these  dictations,  any  of  the  type- 
writing, they  were  made  on  the  same  machine  as  those  papers  con- 
taining a  number  of  questions  to  which  you  referred  simply  in  a 
general  way. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  on  that  point  there  was  evidence  here  that 
they  were  substantially  done  on  the  same  machine.  I  think  that  was 
testified  by  Mr.  Neff,  that  one  of  the  machines  was  out  of  order,  or 
that  he  thought  he  principally  used  one  machine  after  that.  He, 
himself,  said  that  certain  ones  were  written  on  one  and  others  on  the 
other. 

Senator  Thukston.  It  is  quite  evident  that  they  were  written  on 
three  different  machines,  and  in  running  them  over  it  seemed  to  me 
from  a  casual  observation  that  all  of  those  which  I  have  dictated  were 
written  on  the  same  machine  and  evidently  not  on  the  machine  that 
those  number  of  questions  were  written  on. 

The  Chairman.  The  witness  will  examine  those  during  the  noon 
hour,  and  we  will  take  a  recess  until  half  past  2. 

The  Witness.  I  will  not  undertake  to  form  an  opinion  about  those 
short  of  two  or  three  days,  the  entire  lot,  because  1  would  conscien- 
tiously have  to  go  through  every  batch  and  every  word  to  be  able  to 
formulate  a  sworn  opinion.  I  won't  guess  at  all.  but,  as  I  did  in  the 
other  case,  I  gave  my  tentative  opinion ;  I  said,  "I  may  be  right,  but 
it  is  possible  I  may  be  wrong,  an <j  you  gentlemen  will  have  to  permit 
me  the  time  and  agencies  I  need  in  order  to  come  to  a  definite  conclu- 
sion," which  they  did,  and  then  I  formed  that  conclusion;  but  to  sit 
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down  and  go  through  thousands  and  thousands  of  words,  your  honor, 
it  will  take  the  time  to  do  it.    I  can  not  do  it ;  it  is  impossible. 

Senator  Thurston.  Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  have  job 
ask  the  witness  if  he  does  identify  here,  now,  any  of  the  exhibit* 
"  C  1,""  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  "C4"  as  having  been  written  on  the  same 
machine. 

The  Witness.  I  would  not  undertake,  sir,  to  identify  a  soliUrj i 
word  without  I  went  through  in  my  own  way  of  doing  it.  It  isij 
trouble,  as  I  have  told  you  before.  I  have  got  to  sit  down  and  ploij 
and  work  right  through.  | 

Senator  Thurston.  That  was  not  what  I  wanted.  I  wish  to  bwr! 
if  he  had  at  the  present  time  identified  any  exhibit — those  four  ha*' 
which  he  speaks  of. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 
Q.  Have  you  made  such  examination  or  sufficient  examination 
any  other  of  those  papers  except  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4"i 
that  you  can  identify  any  others  than  those  four  papers  as  having! 
been  made  on  that  one  machine? — A.  No,  sir.  I  identified  those  foaJj 
papers,  as  I  had  selected  them  tentatively.  There  were  a  lot  at  tint! 
time,  because  I  had  spent  some  time — two  days — in  arriving  even  4| 
that  tentative  opinion,  and  then  I  took  them  and  have  done  whit 

1  produced  before  you  gentlemen  to-day.  Now,  if  these  same  papen 
were  put  into  my  hands  I  can  not  carry  them  in  my  mind's  eye;  I 
is  impossible.  If  I  am  given  the  time,  it  will,  maybe,  be  two  or  thiw 
days.  I  will  sit  down  and  do  it.  I  may  not  be  able  to  do  it  even  ift 
that  time.  I  do  not  think  the  committee  wants  offhand  opinions^ 
you  want  a  positive  opinion,  one  way  or  the  other.  I 

Q.  Thus  far  you  have  not  investigated  any  others  than  thoaj 
"  C?  " — A.  That  is  as  far  as  I  have  gone.  I  took  those  four  aC*i 
exhibits,  and  those  I  have  passed  on. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  half  pa4 

2  o'clock. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2.30  p.  m.)  I 

after  recess. 

The  committee  met  at  2.30  o'clock  p.  m.,  pursuant  to  the  taking 
of  recess. 
All  members  of  the  committee  were  present  except  Mr.  Broussari 

TESTIMONY  OF  WILLIAM  J.  KINSLEY. 

William  J.  Kinsley,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows : 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Will  you  tell  us  your  name  and  residence? — A.  William  I 
Kinsley;  office,  New  York:  residence,  Nutley,  N.  J. 

Q.  Whereabouts  in  New  York* is  your  office? — A.  245  Broadway. 

Q.  What  is  your  profession.  A.  I  am  an  examiner  of  questioned 
documents — handwriting,  typewriting,  ink,  and  paper. 

Q.  In  a  general  way  I  would  like  to  ask  you — you  have  been  re- 
ferred to  us  as  an  expert,  and,  in  order  to  get  the  matter  on  record, 
I  would  like  you  to  state  any  important  cases  you  have  been  con- 


Description  of  Plates  1  to  11. 

Plate  1. — Enlargement  four  diameters  on  all  plates. 

Comparison  of  capital  "D's"  which  slant  two  degrees  to  the  right  Capital  "0" 
prints  high,  to  the  right,  and  heavy  on  right  side.  Capital  "L,"  main  staff  usually 
inclined  to  the  left  one  and  one-half  degrees.  ^J 

Plate  2. — Alignment  of  figures:  Figure  "1,"  the  capital  "I"  instead  of  the  small 
"1."  Figure  "4"  low  and  slightly  inclined  to  the  left.  Figure  "7"  high.  Figure 
"6"  very  high  and  to  the  right.  Figures  "2"  and  "9"  normal.  Naught  (the  capi- 
tal "O")  high  and  to  the  right  and  heavy  on  right  side. 

Plate  3.— Small  "v"  heavy;  see  also  plate 4.  Small  "e,"  word  "whether"  high 
and  light.     Small  "o"  in  word  "out,"  high,  heavy  on  upper  right  side. 

Plate  4.— Small  "e"  light  and  to  the  rizht.  Small  "  v"  heavy.  Small  "w"  light 
and  broken  impression.  Small  "i"  slightly  to  left.  Small  "a"  broken  at  lower 
left-hand  side;  see  also  plate  7.  Small  "h"  broken  or  indistinct  at  upper  part  of 
last  portion;  see  also  plates  6  and  7. 

Plate  5. — Small  "y"  heavy  on  right  side  and  printing  a  little  to  the  left;  see  also 
plate  11.  Small  *'o"  high  and  heavy  on  right-hand  side.  Small  "p"  heavy  on 
right 

Plate  6.— The  word  "the."  Small  "e"  high.  Small  "h"  broken  at  top  of  last 
part     Small  "e"  sometimes  rotated  slightly  to  right. 

I     Plate  7. — Comparison  of  words  "that"  and  "to."    Small  "a"  broken  at  base  at 
\  left.     Small  ' 4  o ' '  heavy  on  right. 

Plate  8. — Small  "r"  slightly  rotated  to  right  and  printing  to  left  of  normal  posi- 
tion. Small  "bM  usually  inclined  two  degrees  to  left  of  vertical.  Small  "m" 
lighter  and  more  indistinct  than  accompanying  letters.  Small  "e"  high.  Small 
"s"  low  and  to  right. 

Plate  9. — Capital  "  H  "  heavier  on  right  than  on  left  side  and  printing  slightly  to 
the  right  of  normal  position  too  near  small  "o."  Small  "o"  heavy,  high  and 
widest  on  right  side.  Small  "a"  usually  indistinct  or  broken  at  lower  left  side, 
especially  on  light  impressions;  see  other  plates. 

Plate  10. — Small  "d"  usually  prints  slightly  inclined  to  right  and  lower  left-hand 
portion  broken;  see  also  plate  ft.  Small  "n"  usually  heavier  on  left-hand  side.  The 
word  "  of  "  with  heavy  tl  o"  and  lighter  small  "  f." 

Plate  11.— Comparison  of  words  "State,"  "by,"  "become,"  "worth,"  "what:" 
Small  "e"  high,  "b"  slanting  to  left,  "y  "  heavier  on  right.  Small  "o"  heavy  on 
right     Small  "  w"  indistinct.    Small  "a"  light  or  broken  at  base. 
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cerned  with,  and  what  experience  you  have  had.  How  long  has  that 
been  your  occupation  ? — A.  For  twenty-three  years  I  have  been  a  pro- 
fessional penman,  and  for  about  twenty  years  in  the  time  I  have 
given  particular  attention  to  questions  involved  in  disputed  instru- 
ments, and  for  fourteen  years  I  have  been  testifying  in  courts  of  law 
and  investigations  in  regard  to  disputed  instruments,  and  for  ten 
years  or  so  I  have  made  a  special  study  of  typewriting;  and  in  that 
time  I  have  had  818  cases,  in  27  States  of  the  United  States  and 
Canada,  extending  south  as  far  as  New  Orleans  and  as  far  west  as 
San  Francisco. 

Q.  Have  you  written  any  works  on  the  subject? — A.  I  have  writ- 
ten a  number  of  pamphlets  and  contributed  to  our  own  magazine,  the 
Penman's  Art  Journal,  a  journal  which  I  edited  for  seven  years,  and 
also  wrote  a  few  chapters  for  Ames  on  "  Forgery." 

Q.  From  what  institution  of  learning  did  you  graduate,  if  any? — 
A.  I  took  a  professional  penmanship  course  in  the  Providence,  ft.  I., 
Bryant  &  Stratton  Business  College,  and  a  normal  course  in  pen- 
manship under  H.  W.  Flickinger,  of  Philadelphia,  author  of  the 
Barnes  National  System  of  Penmanship. 

Q.  Have  you  written  articles  for  magazines  on  the  subject? — A. 
I  have  written  for  other  magazines,  our  own  magazine,  also  have 
given  some  lectures  on  the  subject. 

Q.  Have  you  been  employed  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  or  any  of  its  officials  in  any  matters? — A.  I  have  been  em- 
ployed by  the  United  States  district  attorney  of  New  York  and 
Brooklyn,  and  other  places.  I  testified  in  the  United  States  court  in 
New  York  on  Thursday  of  this  week  in  a  case  involving  both  type- 
writing and  handwriting. 

Q.  Are  you  one  of  those  who  testified  in  the  Molineux  case  in  New 
York  ? — A.  Yes,  I  testified  in  the  Molineux  case,  and  in  about  twenty 
murder  cases  in  different  States. 

Q.  How  lately  have  you  testified  in  any  typewriting  case? — A.  On 
Thursday  of  this  week,  in  the  United  States  court  of  the  southern  dis- 
trict of  New  York. 

Q.  What  case  was  that? — A.  The  case  of  the  United  States  v. 
O'Connor,  McLean,  and  others. 

Q.  I  will  ask  in  a  general  way  how  the  identity  or  nonidentity  of 
typewriting  is  established? — A.  First,  by  the  design  of  the  type  let- 
ters themselves. 

Q.  I  mean  not  any  general  plan,  but  by  yourself  j  how  do  you  do 
it? — A.  That  is  how  I  do  it.  First,  by  an  examination  of  the  design 
in  the  letters  themselves.  By  a  process  of  elimination.  Of  course, 
we  would  omit  from  consideration,  after  we  had  discovered  it,  any 
machine  having  any  type  form  different  from  the  form  used  in  the 
instrument  under  consideration.  For  example,  if  we  were  examining 
the  Remington  typewriter,  and  we  found  the  specimen  of  writing  sub- 
mitted was  written  on  some  other  make  of  machine,  obviously  that 
would  have  to  be  removed  from  further  consideration.  If  any  par- 
ticular letter  should  differ  from  the  type  under  consideration,  no  mat- 
ter how  many  other  letters  we  had  found  that  were  the  same  in  de- 
sign, that  one  letter  in  itself  would  eliminate  that  particular  make  of 
machine  from  further  consideration.  So,  first  of  all,  is  the  design  of 
the  type,  and  every  letter  and  figure  and  mark  in  that  design  must  be 
the  same  to  keep  it  from  being  eliminated  from  consideration.    Next, 
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one  of  the  other  things  to  be  considered  would  be  the  inequalities  it 
the  type  impressions,  whether  or  not  the  letters  are,  as  is  said  of  print- 
er's type,  "on"  or  "off  their  feet" — whether  the  impressions  in 
heavy  at  the  top  or  bottom,  or  left  or  right,  or  light  at  the  top  or  bot» ! 
torn,  or  left  or  right,  or  whether  the  impressions  are  equal — and  thai 
all  the  way  through  the  different  parts  of  the  letter.  Third,  «ej 
would  consider  the  spacing,  that  is  the  space  left  to  right  and  up 
or  down.  Of  course,  each  letter  in  typewriting  is  spaced  both  wajiJ 
different  from  what  it  is  in  print,  because  there  they  have  the  litw] 
spaces  and  slugs  to  space  laterally.  But  in  typewriting  each  lefts  j 
has  the  same  space.  The  alignment  of  the  machine  is  supposed  t» 
be  correct  at  the  start,  but  it  is  not  always,  and  we  have  variation 
from  that  of  letters  spaced  too  far  to  the  right  or  to  the  left;  atat 
they  are  lifted  too  much,  or  they  drop  down  too  low.  So  we  have  ill 
four  things  to  consider  in  the  matter  of  spacing.  Then  we  hayea 
fourth  thing,  the  matter  of  slant,  that  is  the  variation  from  vertical- ; 
ity,  whether  to  the  left  or  right.  Then  we  have  in  addition  to  that  t 
fifth  one,  defects  either  in  the  original  manufacture  or  through  wear 
or  through  accidents. 

So  each  of  the  letters  must  be  considered  in  its  relation  to  all  thai 
other  letters,  in  all  these  different  things.  Any  specimen  of  type-i 
writing  to  be  connected  with  any  machine  must  be  round  alike  in  altj 
of  these,  starting  with  the  design,  taking  into  consideration  the  ine- 
qualities of  impression,  variation  in  the  spacing,  left  or  right  or  up 
or  down,  sometimes  to  the  left  or  right  of  verticality,  and  any  defect 
in  the  type  faces  themselves,  and  by  these  means  we  are  enabled  toi 
identify  a  specimen  from  any  machine  and  connect  or  fail  to  connect 
with  any- other  given  specimen.  In  other  words,  to  see  whether  & 
not  two  specimens  are  trie  product  of  one  and  the  same  typewriting! 
machine. 

Q.  If  I  correctly  understand  you,  you  said  at  the  outset  that  yoa, 
attempted  in  the  first  place  to  distinguish  between  the  different  makes, 
of  machines? — A.  Yes,  sir.  .  I 

Q.  Can  you  tell  from  seeinga  specimen  of  typewriting  the  make  ofl 
the  machine,  whether  it  is  a  Remington  or  Underwood,  or  whatever! 
the  other  names  are? — A.  I  can  with  the  majority  of  the  standard 
machines,  when  I  have  my  test  specimens  at  hand  for  comparison. 
For  exampta  I  have  collected  specimens  of  typewriting  of  the  differ- 
ent makes  of  machines,  and  all  different  machines  and  faces  of  type 
that  they  have  put  on  the  market.  And  several  of  the  principal  makes 
have  certain  little  peculiarities  that  we  have  committed  to  memory, 
and  can  identify  the  type  in  that  way. 

Q.  When  you  have  determined  a  certain  document  in  typewriting 
has  been  typewritten  on  the  same  machine,  say,  for  instance,  a  Rem-, 
ington,  can  you  then  determine  as  between  two  or  three  or  more  speci- 
mens of  typewriting  whether  more  than  one  of  them  were  written 
upon  the  same  identical  machine? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  I  mean,  not  the  make  of  machine^  but  the  instrument 
itself. — A.  The  same  identical  typewriting  machine,  yes;  and  through 
the  five  means  that  I  have  just  specified,  that  they  must  have  the  same 
identical  design  in  type,  for  the  reason  that  even  the  Remington  and 
Smith  Premier  and  the  others  from  time  to  time  have  made  modifica- 
tions in  the  design  of  their  type,  and  of  course  they  have  made  many 
machines  with  each  of  those  modifications;  so  that  would  only  be  a 
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partial  elimination  or  a  partial  identification.  But,  taking  up  the 
other  things,  the  slant,  and  the  spacing,  and  the  inequalities  of  impres- 
sions, and  also  the  little  defects  in  the  letters,  the  alignment,  all  con- 
sidered, would  enable  you  to  identify  two  pieces  of  typewriting  and 
to  connect  or  fail  to  connect  those  as  having  been  the  product  or  not 
of  the  same  machines. 

Q.  Why  is  that  all  the  machines  of  the  same  manufacturer,  the  same 
maker,  do  not  make  the  same  impression  on  the  paper?  Take,  for 
instance,  a  Remington  or  an  Underwood,  why  would  not  all  the  Rem- 
ingtons of  the  same  date  make  the  same  print  on  the  Da  per,  the  same 
letters,  the  same  slant,  the  same  everything? — A.  Of  course  these 
machines,  while  they  are  largely  machine  made,  they  are  subject  to 
the  limitations  of  human  skill,  and  as  they  leave  the  factory  they  are 
presumably  aligned  absolutely  accurate,  but  as  a  matter  or  fact  they 
are  not  aligned  absolutely  accurate,  i  ou  can  take  many  new  ma- 
chines, not  all,  but  many  of  them,  that  are  not  aligned  properly,  and 
if  a  glass  spacer  is  put  on  the  product,  a  piece  of  writing  from  anyone 
of  these  machines,  it  will  be  seen  that  some  of  the  letters  are  a  little 
too  high  and  some  of  them  are  a  little  too  low,  others  too  far  to  the 
left  and  others  too  far  to  the  right  and  there  are  inherent  defects  even 
in  the  manufacture  of  the  type  themselves  at  times.  Sometimes  that 
is  only  microscopical. 

Q.  in  a  newspaper  the  alignment  is  perfect? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Why  isn't  it  in  a  typewriter? — A.  In  a  newspaper  they  have  a 
rule,  and  if  the  rule  is  straight,  the  type  is  set  in  that  space  and  that 
aligns  it.  Of  course,  in  having  a  stereotype  made  from  that  or  an 
electrotype  the  newspaper  alignment  is  not  correct,  we  have  all  seen 
that  in  a  typewriter,  in  machines  like  the  Remington  and  Under- 
wood and  Smith  and  some  others,  the  type  is  fastened  to  an  arm  vary- 
ing in  length  according  to  the  position  in  which  it  is  fastened  on  the 
machine,  and  the  key  is  pressed  down  connecting  with  that  arm,  caus- 
ing the  arm  to  move  and  the  type  to  strike  the  paper,  which  is  put  on  a 
platen.  An  accident^  or  two  types  striking  at  the  same  time,  might 
bend  that  arm  or  twist  the  type  in  a  certain  way  so  as  to  after  that 
cause  the  type  to  be  slightly  out  of  position,  and  that  would  indicate 
after  that  a  malalignment.  So  that  at  the  very  start  we  may  have 
defects  in  the  letters,  we  may  have  defects  in  the  alignment  of  a.  new 
machine,  and  the  wear,  the  use  of  the  machine,  accidents  to  the 
machine,  will  cause  further  defects  to  appear  in  the  type  and  the 
alignment,  so  that  the  longer  that  it  is  used  the  more  chances  creep 
in  for  identification  in  those  particulars.  In  the  Bertillon  system 
we  use  a  general  description  of  an  individual  and  eleven  measure- 
ments of  the  human  frame  to  identify  the  whole  human  race,  and 
ax  or  seven  quite  marked  characteristics 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  identify  the  whole  race  or  certain  specimens 
of  the  race? — A.  Well,  to  differentiate  the  individual  from  the  rest 
of  the  human  race  would  be  the  better  way*  to  express  it.  Of  course 
they  tend  to  determine  the  characteristics  of  the  whole  human  race. 
Six  or  seven  characteristic  and  plainly  marked  features  in  typewrit- 
ing would  probably  be  sufficient,  if  taken  in  combination,  to  identify 
any  given  piece  of  typewriting,  because  we  take  into  consideration 
not  only  the  maladjustment,  the  malalignment,  and  the  broken  let- 
ters, but  we  must  take  into  consideration  all  the  well-aligned  letters 
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and  the  perfect  letters  as  well,  and  those  perfect  letters  or  substan- 
tially perfect  letters  must  be  the  same  ones  in  both  specimens.  Son 
Have  twenty-six  small  letters  and  twenty-six  capital  letters,  and  the 
digits  and  also  the  marks,  and  they  must  be  taken  in  the  relauoa 
one  to  the  other.  The  law  of  probabilities  or  geometric  piogiw- 
sion,  which  can  be  used  to  figure  the  probability  of  separate  events 
concurring,  can  be  applied  here.  Professor  Peirce,  in  Harvard,  said, 
in  testifying  in  the  Sylvia  Ann  Howland  case,  that  it  was  "  one  of 
those  least  things  of  which  science  takes  into  account,"  referring  to 
probability  of  thirteen  separate  events  concurring.  That  is,  it  is  i 
remote  possibility,  which  would  be  so  remote  that  it  would  hardly 
be  worthy  of  consideration  at  all. 

In  comparing  two  specimens  of  typewriting  we  must  find  where 
letters  are  substantially  perfect  in  outline  as  well  as  those  imperfect 
First,  letters  must  be  of  the  same  design,  substantially  perfect  in  out- 
line. The  impression  must  be  substantially  perfect,  and  suppose  it 
is  a  perfect  letter,  another  specimen  must  have  the  same  letter  per- 
fect as  it  is  in  the  first  specimen.  The  next  letter  may  have  too  hewy 
an  impression  at  the  top,  too  light  at  the  base,  and  the  third  letter 
will  probably  have  a  little  break  in  it,  a  small  dent  in  the  type  itself, 
causing  it  to  leave  an  open  space ;  and  the  fourth  letter  will  be  to» 
high ;  and  the  fifth  letter  too  low.  The  sixth  letter  slants  to  tta 
right  and  the  seventh  slants  to  the  left.  The  same  letters  must  in; 
both  specimens  of  writing  coincide — they  must  have  coincident  char- 
acteristics, and  be  normal  or  depart  from  normal  in  the  same  manner.; 
That  unites  those  two  specimens  so  as  to  take  them  out  of  the  realm; 
of  probability  or  even  possibility  of  being  mistaken  and  reduces  it 
to  the  question  of  mathematics— making  it  a  mathematical  demon- 
stration. It  is  something  that  can  be  figured  out  mathematically  in 
the  law  of  geometric  progression.  I 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Kinsley,  I  will  show  you  the  papers  which  have  been 
identified  here  as  Exhibits  "  CI,"  "  C2,"  "  C3,'f  and  "  C4."  I  haw 
put  them  on  top  here  and  I  will  ask  you  first  two  general  questions. 
We  understand,  then,  that  from  an  investigation  of  a  specimen  of 
typewriting  you  can  determine  the  make  of  the  machine  upon  which 
it  was  written? — A.  Yes;  except  that  there  might  be  some  new  ma- 
chine put  on  the  market  of  which  I  did  not  have  a  specimen. 

Q.  Standard  machines? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then,  having  determined  the  make  of  the  machine,  as  to 
whether  a  Remington,  Underwood,  Smith- Premier,  or  other  make, 
having  determined  the  make  of  the  machine,  the  manufacture  of  the 
machine,  can  you,  as  between  several  specimens  of  typewriting,  tell 
which  ones  were  written  upon  the  same  make  of  machine?— A.  I 
can.  I  would  like  to  state  here,  in  explanation  of  the  manu-« 
f  acture,  the  Remington  and  Monarch  typewriters  had  the  same  iden- 
tical master  type  for  a  while,  and  they  are  now  making  changes  so  as 
to  enable  identification  to  be  made.  Where  the  same  master  type  was 
used,  of  course,  you  could  not  tell  the  difference  between  two  makes 
of  machines.  Between  the  Remington,  Smith  Premier,  and  Under- 
wood it  is  a  matter  of  absolute  certainty. 

Q.  Any  other  type? — A.  L.  C.  Smith. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  between  the  L.  C.  Smith  and  the  Premier  I— A- 
Yes;  you  can  tell  that. 
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Q.  I  can  not.  Can  vou? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  can  tell  that;  there  is  a 
difference  in  the  size  ox  the  type  and  a  slight  difference  in  the  design. 

Q.  I  submit  to  you  those  four  exhibits,  "CI,"  "C2,"  "C3,"  and 
"C4,"  and  ask  if  you  have  made  such  investigation  of  them  as  that 
you  can  tell  us  upon  what  make  of  typewriter  they  were  written. — A* 
Yes. 

Q.  Were  they  all  written  upon  the  same  make  of  typewriter? — A. 
They  were. 

Q.  What  was  the  make  of  typewriter? — A.  Smith-Premier  ma- 
chine. 

Q.  Can  you  positively  say  they  were  made  upon  the  Smith- Premier 
and  not  upon  tne  L.  C.  Smith  machine? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  not  upon  the  Underwood? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  not  on  the  Remington? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Or  the  Monarch? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  me  whether  they  were  written  upon  a  machine — I 
don't  know  what  you  call  them,  overshot  or  undershot — I  mean  can 
you  see,  as  the  machine  writes,  what  it  is  writing? — A.  You  can  not 
see  on  the  Smith-Premier. 

Q.  I  think  it  has  been  described  as  visible  and  invisible. — A.  It  is 
not  a  visible  writing  machine.  It  is  one  of  the  few  machines  that 
has  a  type  arm  or  bar  for  each  character.  For  example,  the  Reming- 
ton has  both  capital  and  small  letter  on  the  same  arm ;  you  us6  a  shift 
key,  depressing  to  throw  up  the  capital. 

Q.  Tnat  is,  you  make  a  capital  "  R  "  on  the  same  arm  that  holds 
the  small  "r"?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  does  the  operator  make  the  capital  "  R  "  ? — A.  With  what 
is  called  a  shift  key.  One  key  that  they  depress  with  one  hand  and 
strike  the  letter  they  want  with  the  other. 

Q.  Holds  the  blank-  key  down  and  strikes  the  other  to  make  the 
capital? — A.  Yes.  That  is  one  means  of  identifying  a  Remington 
machine,  because,  in  substantially  every  case — there  are  some  excep- 
tions, but  substantially  every  case — where  the  capital  "  R  "  is  out  of 
alignment  the  small  "r"  would  be  out  of  alignment,  too,  being 
located  on  the  same  type  arm  with  the  capital. 

Q.  You  say  that  these  four  exhibits  were  all  written  on  the  Smith- 
Premier  typewriter? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  now  tell  me  how  many  of  them,  those  four  papers,  were 
written  upon  the  same  identical  Smith-Premier  machine? — A.  I 
think  all  of  them  were  written  on  the  Smith  machine — Exhibits  C 
"1 .""2,"  "3,"  and  "4." 

Q.  You  think  they  were  all  not  only  written  upon  the  same  make 
machine,  but  upon  the  same  identical  machine? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  I  will  hand  you  what  we  have  come  to  know  as  the  anonymous 
letter  on  the  Postal  Telegraph  blank  and  ask  you  if  you  have  made 
such  examination  as  will  enable  you  to  say  what  make  of  machine 
that  was  written  on? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  Upon  what  make  of  machine  was  it  written? — A.  In  my 
opinion  it  was  upon  the  Smith  Premier  machine. 

Q.  Have  you  made  such  investigation  as  will  enable  you  to  sav 
whether  it  was  or  was  not  written  upon  the  same  identical  Smith 
Premier  machine  as  Exhibit  "C  1,"  *C  2,"  "C  3,"  and  "  C  4?'J— 
A.  In  my  opinion  it  was  written  on  one  and  the  same  identical  Smith 
Premier  machine. 
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Q.  I  hand  you  what  is  known  as  the  anonymous  letter  on  the  New 
Willard  paper  and  ask  you  if  you  have  made  such  examination  as 
will  enable  you  to  say  upon  what  make  of  typewriter  that  was  writ- 
ten?— A.  On  the  same  make  of  typewriter,  Smith  Premier. 

Q.  Can  you  say  whether  or  not  that  New  Willard  letter  was  writ- 
ten upon  the  same  identical  typewriting  machine  as  the  unsigned 
communication  upon  the  Postal  Telegraph  blank? — A.  In  my 
opinion  it  was. 

Q.  Then  was  it  or  'was  it  not  written  upon  the  same  identical  ma- 
chine as  the  four  Exhibits  "  C  1,"  "  C  2?'  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4?'VA. 
In  my  opinion  it  was. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  any  more  fully  than  you  have  done  what  leads 
you  to  that  conclusion? — A.  I  have  made  a  studv  of  the  Exhibits 
C  "  1,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and  "  4,"  and  also  Exhibit  No.  101  Mr.  Carvalto 
used  for  the  purposes  of  comparison.  I  have  put  in  quite  a  littk 
while,  and  I  am  not  all  through  making  comparisons  yet,  but  as  far 
as  I  have  gone  I  have  found  65  coincident  identities  in  the  two  sets 
of  writing,  one  of  these  I  denominated  the  standards;  that  is,  Ex- 
hibits C  "1,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and  "  4,"  and  the  two  anonymous  eominuni- 
cations  I  have  referred  to  as  the  questioned.  A  comparison  between 
the  same  letters  in  the  two  sets  of  exhibits,  keeping  in  mind  the  fira 
means  of  investigation  that  I  have  outlined  at  the  start,  beginning 
with  design,  taking  up  inequality  of  impression,  space/,  slant,  and 
defects  in  type,  have  given  these  65  coincident  characteristics.  I 
found,  for  example,  in  the  capitals  the  u  F  "  is  low,  has  a  heavy  top 
and  heavy  again  at  the  base.  There  are  really  three  identifications 
in  that  one  letter,  a  heavy  top,  a  heavy  base,  and  it  is  also  low. 

Q,  What  do  you  mean  by  low? — A.  Low,  considering  a  perfect 
alignment,  taking  a  base  line. 

Q.  What  paper  is  that  you  have  in  your  hand? — A.  This  is  the 
Willard  Hotel  anonymous  communication.  It  shows  that  the  "F* 
stands  below  the  proper  alignment  for  the  balance  of  the  line.  At 
the  same  time  it  will  be  noticed  that  the  "  O  "  is  above  that  align- 
ment. When  the  two  letters  come  together  it  is  quite  marked,  they 
look  farther  apart  than  they  actually  are,  because  the  ';  F  "  is  too 
low  and  the  "  O  "  too  high,  and  then  the  "  O  v  is  heavy  at  the  top 
and  at  the  bottom  and  on  the  right  side,  whereas  the  left  side  of  that 
"  O  "  is  rather  light.  Now,  these  points,  all  of  them,  are  found  in  the 
•two  sets  of  exhibits  in  the  standards  and  in  the  anonymous  com- 
munications. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  the  standards? — A.  Exhibits  "C  1* 
"  C  2  "  "  C  3  "  and  "  C  4." 

Q.  Is  this  "  C  1?"— A.'"  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  3,"  and  "  C  4"  I  call 
the  standard  exhibits;  because  this  work  of  course  is  done  by  com- 
parison— by  comparing  a  questioned  writing  with  some  others,  and 
the  others  are  what  are  called  standard  writing  in  that  case. 

Q.  Now,  what  is  the  other  paper  you  hold  in  your  hand,  you  re- 
ferred to  four  of  them? — A.  They  are  Exhibit  101,  the  sheet  pre- 
pared by  Mr.  Carvalho,  where  the  clipped  words  and  letters  and 
parts  of  sentences  taken  from  the  anonvmous  Willard  Hotel  letter 
and  Exhibits  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  «  C  3,"  and  "  C  4." 

Q.  I  merely  wanted  to  identify  them  on  the  record. — A.  In  the 
"  O  "  we  have  the  location  too  high ;  we  have  made  a  heavy  top,  heavy 
base,  heavy  on  the  right  and  light  on  the  left    Now,  if  in  one  of 
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the  known  standards  we  should  find  the  "  O,"  for  example,  too  low, 
that  one  peculiarity  of  course  if  it  was  repeated  and  was  shown  to 
be  constant  would  eliminate  this  whole  matter  from  further  com- 
parison unless  machines  had  been  adjusted  or  time  had  elapsed; 
and  if  the  letter  was  heavy  on  the  left  side,  reversed  from  what  it 
is,  it  would  eliminate  it  from  further  comparison,  with  some  ex- 
ceptions. So  we  have  three  or  four  identities  in  some  particular 
letter ;  and  in  the  same  other  letter  in  the  other  specimen  they  must 
be  coincident — they  must  be  found  in  the  standards  and  in  the  dis- 
puted. Then  again  when  we  find  a  letter  that  is  perfect,  or  sub- 
stantially perfect,  so  far  as  its  type  face,  impression,  and  outline 
are  concerned,  we  must  find  that  same  letter  in  the  same  condition 
in  the  other  set  of  exhibits.  So  it  is  a  constant  comparison — the 
failure  to  identify  or  connect  any  one  of  which  would  eliminate 
from  further  consideration  the  papers  under  dispute.  So  that  that 
takes  the  matter  really  out  of  opinion  evidence  and  reduces  the 
question  to  a  physical  fact  that  can  be  mathematically  figured  out. 

In  the  capital  "  R  "  the  little  horizontal  strokes  at  the  bottom  are 
really  not  horizontal,  but  slant  a  little  to  the  right. 

Q.  Are  you  now  on  the  "  R  "  in  the  word  *FOR?"— A.  Yes;  or 
wherever  it  occurs  it  just  runs  downhill  very  slightly;  it  has  not  a 
marked  effect.  In  the  capital  "  N  "  in  the  first  downstroke  there 
is  a  slight  break  in  the  line,  or  not  a  break  in  the  continuity,  but  a 
little  bulging  toward  the  left.  The  line  is  not  absolutely  straight. 
That  is  found  in  both  standards  and  anonymous.  The  capital  "  C  " 
has  a  heavy  top,  it  is  low,  the  lower  part  is  light,  the  lower  part  has 
a  too  narrow  appearance.  It  is  not  a  .well-proportioned  oval  in  the 
lower  part.  The  capital  "  A  "  is  slightly  too  low.  The  capital  "  I " 
is  heavy,  is  low,  and  slants  to  the  left. 

Q.  What  letter  is  that  that  slants  to  the  left?— A.  Capital  "I." 

Q.  That  depends  upon  whether  you  read  up  or  down,  as  I  look  at 
it:  if  you  start  from  the  base  up  it  leans  whicn  way  ? — A.  To  the  left 
01  vertical. 

Q.  That  is,  looking  from  the  base  upward? — A.  Yes,  that  is  the 
way  we  determine. 

Q.  Go  back  a  minute  to  the  "  A."  It  strikes  me  that  the  "  A  "  in 
"  Carmichael "  is  lighter  all  around  than  the  "  A  "  in  "  Chairman." — 
A.  That  is  true ;  that  is  accounted  for  in  two  ways.  The  "  A  "  in 
"  Carmichael "  is  an  original  printed  from  a  ribbon,  while  the  "  A  " 
in  "  Chairman  "  in  the  one  below  is  printed  from  a  carbon,  and 
furthermore,  there  is  a  difference  in  the  photograph,  and  that  is 
determined  by  noticing  the  difference  in  the  paper  itself  which 
surrounds  the  words  "Carmichael  "  and  "  Chairman."  The  photo- 
graphs are  what  is  known  as  "  developed  "  prints ;  put  in  a  tray  and 
developing  chemicals  poured  over,  and  at  a  certain  period  the  op- 
erator is  supposed  to  take  them  out.  Sometimes  they  are  slightly 
overprinted. 

Q.  Overdone? — A.  Overdone,  and  that  brings  out  strongly  the 
marks  on  them,  in  this  case  the  typewriting  and  also  the  background. 
You  have  a  chance  to  discover  the  proportions  between  typewriting 
and  background  in  the  photograph  itself. 

Q.  Is  not  the  "  A  "  in  the  last  syllable  in  "  Chairman,"  is  not  that 
lighter  than  the  first  "  A  "  in  the  first  syllable?— A.  Yes;  but  both 
of  them  are  more  filled  up  than  the  "A's"  above  in  the  "Car- 
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michael."  But  if  the  balance  of  the  "A's  "  in  the  other  parts  of  the 
same  Exhibits  C  "1,"  "2,"  "3,"  and  "4,"  are  taken  as  a  whole  it 
will  be  found  that  they  average  better  than  the  "AV  in  "Mr. 
Chairman." 

Q.  Heavier  or  a  little  lighter? — A.  Lighter  and  more  open. 

Q.  Would  a  harder  or  a  lighter  stroke  by  the  operator  produce  a 
heavier  or  lighter  or  darker  letters  ? — A.  Yes,  in  both  cases.  A  dif- 
ferent ribbon  in  one  case  and  different  carbon  in  the  other  would 
serve  to  make  a  difference.  Another  reason,  the  capital  "  I,"  I  think, 
is  so  heavy,  it  serves  a  double  purpose ;  it  is  used  as  a  capital  "  I "  or 
figure  "  1,"  which  is  somewhat  unusual.  I  found  it  before  in  other 
operators'  writing,  but  it  is  extremely  unusual. 

Q.  Where  did  you  find  it?— A.  In  Exhibits  C  "  1,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and 
"  4,"  where  there  are  a  number  on  the  left-hand  margin.  You  will 
find  capital  "  I "  has  been  used  all  the  way  through  for  the  figure 
"  1."  The  makers  of  the  machine  intended  the  small  "  1 "  to  be  used 
as  the  figure  "  1,"  and  it  is  so  used  probably  bv  a  great  preponder- 
ance of  writers.  And  this  instance  is  some  little  indication  connect- 
ing the  two  writings,  being  the  product  of  the  same  operator — just 
one  indication  of  that. 

Q.  In  the  New  Willard  letter  there  is  no  figure  "  1 "  that  I  see.— 
A.  But  in  the  telegram  refers  to  that  $1,475,296.60,  and  there  we 
have  the  figure  "  1  "or  have  the  capital  "  I  "  used  as  the  figure  "  1." 

Q.  Where  else  does  that  appear? — A.  That  does  not  appear  in  the 
questioned  writings  in  any  other  place,  because  that  is  the  only  figure 
where  that  occurs,  but  in  the  standard  writings. 

Q.  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  "  C  8,'*  and  "  C  4?  "—A.  It  occurs  dozens  of 
times,  I  should  say.  I  will  not  say  dozens,  but  it  occurs  a  large  num- 
ber of  times,  showing  that  it  was  the  habit  of  the  writer  of  the  stan- 
dards to  use  the  capital  "  I  "  for  the  figure  "1." 

Q.  Suppose  instead  of  the  standards  you  say  "  C,"  because  you  use 
standards  in  reference  to  the  make  of  typewriters.  Say  "  C  1,  C  2," 
"  C  3,"  and  "  C  4,"  and  then  we  will  know  what  you  mean. — A.  All 
right.  Then  capital  "  S  "  is  low,  slants  slightly  to  the  right.  The 
capital  "  T  "  is  a  trifle  low. 

Q.  Where  is  the  capital  "  S  "  on  chart  No.  101  ? — A.  It  occurs  in 
"State  Senator,"  the  bottom,  to  the  left,  and  "  Secretary;"  there  are 
three  of  them  from  the  New  Willard  letter  and  four  of  them  from 
"CI"  and  "  2  "  and  "  3  "  exhibits. 

Q.  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  and  "  C  3  ?  "—A.  "  C  1,"  "  C  2,"  and  "  C  3."  The 
"  D  "  slants  slightly  to  the  right,  is  low.  The  "  H,"  which  slants 
slightly  to  the  left  and  is  lighter  on  the  left  side  and  is  above  ba9e 
of  the  capital  "A"  following.  "  E  "  is  rather  light.  The  small 
"b"  has  a  very  distinct  ^pd  identifying  slant  to  the  left;  the  oval 
is  heavy ;  the  oval  is  also  misshapen  somewhat.  Everything  that  I 
have  mentioned  as  stated  to  be  coincident  that  is  found  in  both  sets 
of  exhibits  "  C  1,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and  "  4  "  and  the  telegram  and  New 
Willard  letter,  one  of  both  of  those.  I  won't  stop  to  point  out  the 
line. 

Q.  Let  me  understand  you  there  where  you  say  "one  or  both." 
You  mean  if  it  does  not  occur  in  those  it  is  because  the  word  is  not 
to  be  found  in  both.  Do  you  mean  the  word  appears  differently  in 
the  two? — A.  It  means  that  I  can  not  find  that  letter  in  both  ex- 
hibits.    Sometimes  the  letter  appears  in  one  exhibit,  sometimes  both 
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exhibits,  exhibits  referring  to  New  Willard  letter  and  the  telegram. 
The  small  "  c  "  slants  to  the  left;  it  is  low  and  rather  heavy.  The 
u  d,"  the  small  "  d,"  the  left  side  of  the  oval  is  light,  top  is  heavy; 
has  a  slight  slant  to  the  right.  The  "  e  "  is  too  high,  the  bottom  a 
little  lighter  than  the  upper  part.  The  small  "  1"  is  a  little  heavy. 
The  "  o  "  is  too  high.  "  r  "  slants  to  the  right;  it  is  low  and  heavy. 
The  "  s  "  slaitfs  to  the  right  and  is  also  quite  heavy.  The  figures, 
the  one  I  have  referred  to  is  the  capital  "  I,"  too  low,  heavy,  and 
slants  to  the  left;  the  "  2  "  slants  to  the  right;  the  " 4  "  slants  to  the 
left,  and  is  also  a  little  low;  the  "  6 "  slants  to  the  left  and  is  high; 
the  "  7  "  is  high  and  heavy;  the  "  0  "  high  and  heavy  on  the  right- 
hand  side. 

Q.  Now,  in  what  one  or  more  papers  do  those  eccentricities 
occur? — A.  Leave  the  "  5  "  out,  because  that  does  not  occur  in  the 
question. 

Q.  What  question?  We  want  to  get  it  on  the  record. — A.  I  am 
talking  about  the  figure. 

Q.  In  what  paper? — A.  These  figures  occur  only  in  the  telegram,  . 
and  the  figures  that  are  in  the  telegram  are  the  1,  2,  4,  6,  7,  9,  and  0. 
By  mistake  I  included  the  "  5,"  which  I  should  not  have  put  in. 

Q.  Where  else  do  those  figures  occur,  if  at  all? — A.  All  through 
«C1,"  "C2,"  "C3,»  arid"  (X" 

Q.  Do  you  mean  that  those  peculiarities  to  which  you  refer  are 
coincident  in  the  telegram  and  in  the  Exhibits  "  Cl  "  to  "  C4?  " — A. 
"Cl,"  "  2,"  "  3,"  and  s4."  As  I  said  at  the  outset,  I  have  so  far  dis- 
covered coincident  characteristics  in  regard  to  these  various  features 
just  as  it  varies  from  the  normal,  not  taking  into  account  those  fea- 
tures that  are  normal,  just  taking  the  abnormalities,  65*  variations 
that  are  coincident  in  the  two  sets  of  writings,  the  telegram  and  the 
New  Willard  letter  on  the  one  hand  and  on  the  other  "  Cl,"  "  2,"  "3," 
and  "4,"  and  this  would  render  it,  in  my  opinion,  a  mathematical 
certainty,  practically  so,  that  these  two  sets  of  writings  were  done 
on  one  and  the  same  typewriting  machine,  and  those  are  the  reasons 
for  arriving  at  this  conclusion. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Stevens,  do  you  wish  to  ask  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  No. 

The  Chairman  .  Mr.  Howard,  do  you  wish  to  ask  any  questions? 

Mr.  Howard.  No. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  anyone  else  present,  either  in  person  or 
by  counsel,  who  wishes  to  ask  the  witness  any  questions? 

I  will  call  Mr.  Osborn. 

TESTIMONY  OF.  ALBERT  S.  OSBORN 

Albert  S.  Osborn,  upon  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  exam- 
ined, testified  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Osborn,  will  you  give  your  name  to  the  clerk;  have  you 
done  so? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  us  where  you  live? — A.  I  live  in  Rochester,  in  the 
State  of  New  York. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  there? — A.  About  twenty-six  years. 

Q.  What  has  been  your  business  during  that  period? — A.  Teacher 


1402  HEARINGS  OH  HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288. 

in  commercial  branches,  and  for  the  last  fifteen  years  and  upward 
examiner  of  questioned  documents  and  disputed  papers  of  various 
kinds. 

Q.  What  questions  have  you  investigated  in  connection  with  such 
inquiries? — A.  Questions  relating  to  disputed  handwritings,  and  also 
questions  relating  to  disputed  typewritings  and  some  other  auestwns 
as  to  the  sequence  of  crossed  lines,  erasures,  and  ink  and  other  inci- 
dental questions  relating  to  disputed  documents. 

Q.  Have  you  made  a  special  study  of  typewriting? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  made  any  study  01  it  as  relating  to  any  particular 
machine  or  build  of  them? — A.  Particularly  relating  to  the  leading 
machines;  that  is?  the  Remington  and  the  Smith  Premier.  I  have 
had  occasion  to  give  special  attention  to  those  two  machines  in  con- 
nection with  several  important  inquiries  involving  typewriting  pro- 
duced upon  those  particular  machines. 

Q.  I  find  here  upon  my  desk,  upon  the  committee  table,  a  pamphlet 
on  typewriting  'as  evidenced  by  Albert  S.  JOsborn.  Are  you  the  Mr. 
Osborn? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  the  author  of  that? — A.  That  is  a  document  I  gave  to 
the  chairman  last  evening,  being  a  publication  of  articles  printed  in 
various  law  journals  and  The  Typewriter  and  Photographic  World, 
a  reprint  of  those  articles  just  printed  last  week. 

Q.  The  articles  were  written  by  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  find  also  a  pamphlet  entitled  "Typewriting  Expert  Testi- 
mony."— A.  That  is  a  reprint  of  an  article  originally  appearing  in 
the  Albany  Law  Journal  five  or  six  years  ago. 

Q.  Written  by  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can«you  tell  us  some  important  cases  in  which  you  have 
emploved  as  an  expert? — A.  As  to  typewriting? 

Q.  typewriting  in  particular? — A.  Yes.  I  was  employed  as  ex- 
pert in  the  case  entitled  Hunt  v.  Peshtigo  Lumber  Company  in  Wis- 
consin, also  a  case  entitled  Gates  v.  Hifes  in  Milwaukee.  Those  are 
both  typewriting  cases  entirely.  The  first  one  involved  the  question 
regarding  the  Smith  Premier  typewriter.  I  also  investigated  the 
subject  of  typewriting  in  the  Rice-Patrick  case  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  in  the  case  entitled  the  Gamey  investigation,  in  Toronto, 
Canada,  in  an  alleged  bribery  case,  where  the  question  was  whether 
certain  documents  that  were  the  basis  of  the  charge  of  bribery— that 
is,  as  to  the  origin  of  those  particular  papers — there  were  eleven  dis- 
puted documents  that  originated  in  one  of  the  government  buildings 
in  Toronto.  I  have  also  investigated  this  typewriting  question  inci- 
dentally in  connection  with  numerous  cases  also  involving  the  ques- 
tion of  handwriting,  and  recently  at  Scranton,  Pa.,  the  investigation 
as  to  the  identity  of  the  typewrite*  of  an  alleged  will  regarding 
which  the  claimant  recently  confessed  and  pleaded  guilty  and  was 
sentenced. 

Q.  Right  there,  was  that  the  case  concerning  which  Mr.  Carvalho 
testified?— A.  It  was  the  same  case. 

Q.  He  testified  that  the  signature,  as  I  understood  it,  was  by  rob- 
ber stamp.  I  tried  to  ask  him  whether  the  body  of  the  paper  was  in 
question  at  all,  the  typewriter  paper,  but  I  do  not  think  he  under- 
stood my  question  and  did  not  answer  distinctly. — A.  After  the  first 
trial  it  was  discovered— that  is,  was  claimed — that  the  document 
was  written  fifteen  months  after  the  death  of  the  testator  in  another 
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city,  and  the  typewriting  machine  upon  which  it  is  alleged  the  docu- 
ment was  written  m  wrought  to  Scranton,  also  the  operator,  who 
testified  that  she  wrote  the  paper  fifteen  months  after  the  death  of 
the  testator.  The  inquiry  related  to  a  comparison  of  the  actual  work 
on  this  particular  machine — that  is,  the  writing  of  this  particular 
document,  and  a  comparison  of  the  document  in  question  with  the 
same  document  as  rewritten;  also  a  comparison  of  papers  from  this 
particular  typewriter  of  the  alleged  date  of  the  document,  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  was  the  special  typewriting  inquiry  at  that  place  and 
time.    That  inquiry  was  regarding  the  Hammond  typewriter. 

Q.  You  found  that  the  will  was  or  was  not  written  on  the  type- 
writer on  which  it  was  said  it  was  written? — A.  The  document  was 
undoubtedly  written  upon  the  machine  that  was  brought  from  the 
city  of  Easton,  and  was  unquestionably  the  product  of  that  particu- 
lar typewriting  machine,  not  only  that  particular  kind  of  machine 
but  that  actual  machine. 

Q.  Tt  is  perhaps  not  important  here,  but  how  did  you  know  that 
that  was  not  a  genuine  will;  how  did  that  establish  that  fact? — A.  It 
was  written  fifteen  months  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Q.  There  would  be  circumstantial  evidence,  perhaps? — A.  If  the 
operator  who  wrote  it  when  the  testator  was  living  did  not  know  how 
to  operate  a  typewriter  but  had  learned  after  that  time. 

Q.  Are.  you  a  typewriter  operator? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  said  you  nave  made  a  study  of  the  Smith  Premier? — A.  I 
had  occasion  to  make  a  very  thorough  study  of  the  Smith  Premier 
typewriter  in  connection  with  the  case  in  Wisconsin,  and  in  connec- 
tion with  that  inquiry  visited  the  factory  and  had  access  to  all  their 
records  as  regards  type  faces,  and  also  secured  at  that  time  and  since 
a  complete  history  of  their  machine,  with  the  various  styles  of  type 
that  they  have  employed,  and  also  the  dates  at  which  they  were 
adopted. 

Typewriting  questions  arise  in  two  ways — that  is,  the  question  of 
identifying  a  particular  machine  and  the  question  of  determining 
the  date  of  the  type  writing,  as  to  whether  the  particular  typewriting 
was  produced  before  or  after  a  certain  period.  Frequently  docu- 
ments in  question  are  not  actually  written  on  the  date  tney  bear,  and 
of  course  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  if  they  were  dated  before  the  ma- 
chine was  made  at  all  that  they  would  be  fraudulent. 

Q.  You  would  not  undertake  to  tell  by  looking  at  typewriting 
whether  it  was  written  on  Friday  or  the  third  day  preceding? — 
A.  No:  but  I  would  undertake  to  tell  whether  it  was  written  in  1900 
or  1890;  that  is  just  the  question  that  often  arises. 

Q.  Will  you  explain  to  us  brieflv  the  method  employed  in  making 
typewriters;  they  are  metal  letters? — A.  They  are  metal  letters;  steel 
letters. 

Q.  How  are  they  attached  to  the  typewriting  machine? — A.  The 
letters  as  used  on  the  Smith-Premier  typewriter  are  made  from  what 
is  called  master  type,  type  cut  by  an  engraver  similar  to  the  type  as 
used  on  the  machine,  excepting  that  it  is  made  without  a  shank  for 
the  purpose  of  attaching  it  to  the  machine.  From  that  type  an  im- 
pression is  made  on  soft  steel  by  pressing  the  master  type  into  the 
steel,  forming  a  matrix.  From  it  the  metal  letters  are  made  by 
pressing  against  this  mold,  and  the  steel  takes  the  form  of  the 
matrix,  and  then  the  letters  are  hardened  and  each  letter  contains 
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*  round  shank  and  that  is  forced  by  pressure  into  an  opening  into 
the  end  of  the  type  bar  which  carries  the  type,  and  then  the  type  k 
adjusted  and  aligned  so  that  the  type  line  is  straight,  and  so  tint 
the  characters  bear  the  same  relation  to  each  other  as  the  typewriting 
is  done. 

Q.  Is  it  not  possible  to  have  those  letters  so  perfect  and  the  align- 
ment  so  perfect  that  all  machines  that  are  of  the  same  make  will 
make  the  same  imprint  on  the  paper? — A.  That  would  be  true  if 
the  letters  and  the  adjustment  of  the  machine  in  every  way  ira 
perfect.  If  a  typewriter  was  made  absolutely  perfect,  every  letter 
complete  and  printed  perfectly  and  adjusted  perfectly,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  distinguish  the  work  of  that  machine  from  a  similar 
machine  doing  perfect  work.  But  practically  the  machines  are  not 
adjusted  with  absolute  accuracy,  but  they  are  adjusted  with  soi- 
cient  accuracy  so  that  under  ordinary  observation,  especially  when 
new,  the  work  appears  to  be  perfect,  or  nearly  enough  perfect;  tat 
as  soon  as  the  typewriting  machine  is  used  the  work  begins  to  de- 
teriorate until  it  is  discarded,  and  that  deterioration  is  the  mark  of 
individuality  in  that  particular  machine,  and  the  degree  of  cer- 
tainty with  which  typewriting  can  be  identified  is  determined  by 
the  number  of  points  of  identity — that  is,  the  amount  of  matter  in 
question  and  the  quality  and  the  amount  of  the  matter  with  which 
it  is  prepared. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you  right  here,  you  say  that  the  minute  the  type- 
writer is  put  into  use  it  begins  to  deteriorate? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Suppose  a  typewriter  had  been  put  into  operation  two  years 
ago  and  would  be  in  operation  to-day,  could  you  then  identify  » 
document  written  on  that  machine  two  years  ago  by  a  document 
written  on  it  to-dav? — A.  It  would  depend  upon  the  amount  of 
work  written  upon  the  machine  and  the  care  with  which  the  machine 
had  been  used.  I  would  say  that  many  times  it  would  be  difficult 
to  distinguish  the  work  of  such  a  machine.  Of  course,  many  times 
two  years  would  not  affect  it,  and  then  again  it  might  affect  it  It 
would  depend  upon  how  carefully  it  was  used  and  now  perfect  the 
work  was  to  begin  with.  That  is  one  of  the  questions  that  arises 
in  the  question  with  regard  to  the  date  of  a  document  as  to  the  con- 
dition of  a  machine  on  a  particular  day.  That  is,  these  deteriora- 
tions and  departures  from  normal  are  progressive.  If  an  accident 
occur  in  some  typewriting  machine  at  a  particular  date,  that  would 
affect  the  subsequent  writing  on  that  machine.  Of  course  that 
would  be  one  of  the  means  of  identifying  the  work  of  that  machine 
as  of  that  date.  Of  course  if  the  time  of  examination  were  far 
enough  removed  I  should  say  it  would  be  difficult  to  tell  whether 
it  is  the  same  machine  or  not.  That  would  depend  upon  the  charac- 
ter and  the  amount  of  use  of  that  particular  machine. 

Q.  You  can  very  readily  tell  when  the  papers  submitted  to  yon 
have  been  written  within  a  comparatively  short  time? — A.  Yes,  sif; 
there  is  no  question  about  that. 

Q.  Now,  you  speak  of  what  I  think  I  commenced  by  calling 
"  identities  "  and  Mr.  Cavalho  spoke  of  as  "  abnormalities  " — you  un- 
derstand what  I  mean,  points  of A.  Similarity  between  the  two. 

Q.  Peculiarities? — A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  That  occurs  in  two  or  three  papers.  Now,  how  many  of  those 
identities  would  you  require  in  examining  two  papers  to  satisfy  yott 
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that  they  were  written  upon  the  same  and  identical  machine-? — 
A,  I  should  say  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  just  how  many.  That 
would  depend  somewhat  upon  their  character.  Certain  examples 
are  more  significant  and  indicate  individuality  more  than  other 
ones,  so  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  just  how  many  ought  to  be 
included. 

Q.  Have  you  any  special  apparatus  or  implements  that  you  your- 
self devised,  or  have  you  any  which  are  used  in  the  examination  of 
typewriting? — A.  I  have  devised  some  glass  test  plates,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  and  illustrating  particularly  the  question  of 
alignment.  These  consist  of  glass  plates  containing  ruled  squares 
arranged  in  the  same  proportion  and  relation  to  each  other  as  the 
typewritten  letters  on  the  ordinary  typewriter.  The  ordinary  type- 
writing machine,  if  it  is  a  Smith  Premier  or  a  Remington,  and  most 
of  the  others,  write  exactly  ten  letters  to  the  inch,  so  that  the  space 
given  to  each  letter  is  a  square  approximately  a  tenth  of  an  inch  each 
way,  so  that  the  relation  of  the  letters  to  each  other,  both  vertically 
and  horizontally,  the  vertical  and  horizontal  alignment,  is  one  of  the 
characteristics  that  distinguishes  one  typewriting  machine  from 
another.  These  differences  in  most  cases  are  differences  from  the 
very  beginning.  There  are  very  few  typewriting  machines  so  accu- 
rately adjusted  as  they  come  from  the  factory  that  it  is  not  possible 
to  distinguish  them  from  each  other  by  careful  examination,  although 
it  is  more  difficult  than  it  is  later. 

Q.  Did  you  say  is  possible  or  is  not  possible? — A.  I  say  it  is  pos- 
sible many  times  to  distinguish  them  from  each  other.  For  example, 
I  have  taken  ten  entirely  new  machines  as  they  came  from  the  factory 
and  made  an  examination  and  comparison  of  their  work  as  compared 
with  each  other,  and  found  it  possible  to  distinguish  the  work  of 
every  one  of  them  as  compared  with  the  others  with  specimens  that 
were  clearly  defined  and  with  a  sufficient  number  of  characters  to 
cover  those  on  the  machine.  Of  course',  in  every  case,  in  every  inves- 
tigation of  this  kind,  the  positiveness  of  the  opinion  depends  upon  the 
amount  of  evidence,  the  number  of  chsyracters  involved,  and  that  in  a 
measure  depends  somewhat  upon  the  character  of  the  typewriting. 
That  is  to  say,  if  the  impressions  are  clear  and  uniform  and  can  be 
accurately  measured  and  observed,  it  is  possible  to  see  very  slight 
deviations  which  may  be  just  as  significant  as  indicating  a  certain 
machine  as  a  larger  and  more  evident  charcteristic,  if  this  character- 
istic is  an  actual  fact.  That  is,  many  deviations  of  typewriting  are 
microscopic  in  their  character,  and  if  the  specimen  of  typewriting  is 
examined  with  sufficient  are  and  especially  in  an  enlarged  form,  it 
is  possible  to  make  a  description  of  almost  every  character  that  ap- 
pears that  will  distinguish  it  in  certain  ways  from  the  typewriting 
of  every  other  machine.  Of  course,  this  depends  upon  the  number 
of  the  characters  involved.  This  particular  instrument  that  I  refer 
to  is  one  carrying  very  fine  lines  with  the  squares  ten  to  the  inch. 
By  superimposing  these  squares  over  a  line  of  typewriting  it  is  pos- 
sible by  comparing  them  with  each  other,  which  of  course  is  the  test 
of  alignment — that  is  to  say,  the  test  of  alignment  in  the  large  ma- 
jority of  the  characters.  Machines  as  made  originally  are  all  aligned 
to  the  small  letter  "  n."  That  is,  made  to  print  in  the  middle  of  the 
type  basket  and  then  the  other  letters  are  aligned  to  the  "  n  "  so  that 
the  inspection  slips  as  made  by  the  typewriter  companies  contain  all 
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of  the  characters  written  with  the  "  n  "  between  the  characters,  and 
they  are  approximately,  of  course,  when  the  alignment  is  finished,  in 
a  straight  line.  Now  it  is  clear  that  if  these  letters  writing  ten  to  the 
inch,  that  each  letter  may  take  a  position  to  the  right  or  left,  or  up 
or  down,  or  diagonally,  so  that  there  is  a  large  number  of  possible 
variations  in  the  typewriting,  and  under  enlargement,  as  I  have  de- 
scribed— sufficient  enlargement — it  becomes  perfectly  apparent  as  to 
the  relative  position  of  every  character  to  every  other  character,  and 
as  I  say,  this  is  one  of  the  means  of  identifying  the  work  of  the  type- 
writing machine. 

Another  little  instrument  that  I  have  made  for  this  use  is  a  pro- 
tractor, whioh  measures  five  degrees  each  side  of  vertical,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  measuring  accurately  and  describing  the  deviation  of  the  let- 
ters in  relation  to  base  line.  That  is  the  staff  letters  that  it  is  possible 
to  measure  in  this  way. 

Q.  You  have  given  us  the  general  information  upon  the  subject; 
do  we  understand  that  by  the  use  of  the  appliances  to  which  you 
have  referred  and  samples  which  you  appear  to  have  before  yoa, 
magnifying  glasses,  and  so  forth,  are  they  f— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  you  can  identify  any  piece  of  typewriting  as  compared 
with  any  other  piece  of  typewriting;  you  can  tell  whether  that  is 
written  on  the  same  identical  instrument? — A.  I  can,  if  there  is  suffi- 
cient material  for  examination  and  sufficient  standard  typewriting 
with  which  to  compare  it,  unless,  as  I  have  already  said  in  direct  ex- 
amination, that  where  two  machines  were  made  so  accurately  and 
were  entirely  new,  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  do  it  unless  it  involved 
every  character.  I  say  ordinarily  my  experience  is  that  typewriting 
from  any  machine  can  be  identified  if  there  is  a  sufficient  amount 
of  the  typewriting  in  question. 

Q.  That  is,  you  mean  if  the  sample  contains  sufficient  words?— 
A.  Yes,  sir ;  sufficient  characters  of  a  good  quality. 

Q.  In  what  respect  does  the  style  of -letter  of  the  Smith  Premier 
machine  differ  from  that  of  other  typwriters? — A.  The  Smith 
Premier  typewriter  carries  a  style  of  type  different  from  any  other 
tjTpwriter.  This  particular  form  of  type  was  made  by  an  engraver 
by  the  name  of  Vetter.  The  letters  or  all  the  different  fonts  of  type 
used  on  typewriters  differ  radically  from  ordinary  printing  type. 
The  requirement  in  typewriting  that  each  letter  should  occupy  the 
same  space  necessitated  the  invention  of  an  entirely  different  design 
of  letter  from  that  used  in  ordinary  printing,  the  endeavor  of  the 
engravers  being  to  make  the  wide  letters  narrow  and  the  narrow 
letters  wider,  so  that  they  would  approximately  occupy  the  same 
amount  of  space  and  give  a  line  of  typwriting  a  uniform  appearance. 
In  ordinary  roman  letters  as  used  on  the  ordinary  printing  press 
the  small  "  1,"  for  example,  and  the  small  "  i "  are  very  much  nar- 
rower characters  than  the  "  m  "  or  particularly  the  capitals,  and  in 
typewriting  the  small  "  i  "  occupies  the  same  space  as  a  capital  "  M,w 
so  that  one  necessity  arising  in  the  development  of  the  typewriting 
machine  was  the  designing  of  typewriting  letters  and  these  various 
engravers  developed  their  own  individuality  in  this-  direction,  and 
the  typewriting  letters  on  the  Smith  Premier  machine  as  made  by  this 
particular  engraver  vary  from  any  other  letters  used  in  typewriting. 

Q.  Are  they  different  from  the  type  on  the  L.  C.  Smith  machine?— 
A.  They  are  in  size  and  proportion.    The  same  engraver  made  the 
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letters  that  appear  on  the  L.  C.  Smith  machine.  One  of  the  dis- 
tinctions of  the  Smith  Premier  typewriter  is  the  proportion  of  the 
small  letters  to  the  large  ones,  that  is  to  say,  the  small  letters  are 
larger  in  proportion  to  the  capitals  than  on  any  other  typewriter, 
and  there  are  certain  characteristics  that  this  particular  engraver 
made  in  his  own  particular  way ;  one  of  them  is  the  small  "  a,"  he 
omitted  the  last  upward  hook  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  letter, 
at  the  base,  as  appears,  for  example,  in  the  Remington  or  Underwood 
machine,  and  is  a  part  of  the  regular  Remington  small  "#a." 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  the  small  "  i?"— A.  No,  small  "  a." 

Q.  About  the  "  i,"  you  said  something  about  the  "  i?" — A.  I  said 
the  "  i "  was  wide  enough  to  occupy  as  much  space  as  the  capital 
u  M,"  not  to  occupy  as  much  but  it  fills  as  much. 

Q.  That  is  the  little  "  i  ?"— A.  Small  "  i." 

Q.  How  about  the  capital  "  I,"  any  difference  between  the  capital 
"  I  "  in  the  L.  C.  Smith  machine  and  the  Smith  Premier  machine? — 
A.  No,  not  very  much.  The  difference  between  the  small  "  i "  on  the 
Smith  Premier  machine  and  the  L.  C.  Smith  machine  is  difference 
in  height.  The  minimum  letters  on  the  Smith  Premier  machine  are 
about  seven-thousandths  of  an  inch  higher  than  they  are  on  the  L.  C. 
Smith  machine,  or  than  they  are  on  the  Remington.  That  is,  there 
is  a  greater  difference  in  the  height  of  the  small  letters  and  capitals 
on  the  L.  C.  Smith  and  Remington  than  on  the  Smith  Premier. 
Another  difference  in  the  Smith  Premier  typewriter  as  compared 
with  the  other  machines,  one  of  the  distinctive  letters  is  the  small  "  r  " 
which  is  a  very  different  design  of  letter.  Another  one  is  the  small 
"  f ."  The  staff  of  the  small  "  f  "  in  the  Remington  letters  and  also 
upon  other  typewriting  machines  is  crossed  by  a  oar  at  the  top  at  the 
height  of  the  small  letters  and  in  the  Smith  Premier  type  this  bar 
was  put  lower  for  the  reason  that  the  type  of  this  letter  would  fre- 
quenty  fill  up  with  dry  ink  and  print  broad  there  instead  of  with  an 
opening  as  it  should  print. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Osborn,  I  will  ask  you  to  pick  up  that  typewritten 
bundle  of  papers  there. — A.  The  originals? 

Q.  Yes.  On  the  top  there  are  exhibits  know  as  "  Cl,"  "  C2," 
"  C3,"  and  "  C4."  I  think  you  have  given  some  investigation  to  those 
papers? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  I  ask  you  whether  you  have  investigated  them  sufficiently  to 
be  able  to  tell  this  committee  upon  what  make  of  typewriter  they 
were  written? — A.  Yes,  sir.  In  my  opinion  those  "four  pages  were 
undoubtedly  written  on  the  Smith  Premier  typewritter. 

Q.  You  say  four  pages,  there  are  four  papers. — A.  Four  papers 
numbered  "  C  1,  2,  3,  and  4." 

Q.  Now  can  you  tell  us,  have  you  made  sufficient  examination  to 
be  able  to  tell  us,  whether  or  not  any  two  or  more  of  them  were 
written  upon  the  same  identical  Smith  Premier  machine  ? — A.  In  my 
opinion  they  were  all  written  upon  the  same  identical  Smith  Premier 
machine. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  a  paper  before  you  that  is  known  as 
New  Willara  anonymous  letter,  written  upon  letter  paper  of  the  New 
Willard  Hotel.    You  have  that  in  your  hand  ? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  made  sufficient  investigation  of  the  paper  to  be  able 
to  tell  us  upon  what  make  of  typewriter  that  was  written  ? — A.  Yes, 
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sir;  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  was  undoubtedly  written  upon  the  Smith 
Premier  typewriter. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  whether  or  not  that  was  written  on  the  same  l 
identical  Smith  Premier  typewriting  machine  as  that  upon  whidi  , 
the  papers  known  as  exhibits  "  C  1  to  4,"  inclusive,  were  written!— A.  ! 
In  my  opinion  it  was  written  upon  the  same  identical  typewriter.       | 

Q.  Now  I  will  call  vour  attention  to  the  telegram;  that  is,  the  type-  ! 
written  matter  on  a  "blank  of  the  Postal  Telegraph  Company,  and 
ask  you  if  you  have  examined  that  sufficiently  to  be  able  to  tell  us 
upon  what  make  of  typewriter  that  was  written? — A.  I  have,  and  in 
my  opinion  that  was  undoubtedly  written  upon  the  Smith  Premier 
typewriter.  I  would  say,  also,  a  Smith  Premier  typewriter  made 
since  the  year  '97,  because  that  is  the  year  that  type  was  made  that  is 
printed  upon  it. 

Q.  Can  you  then  tell  us  whether  that  typewritten  matter  upon  that 
telegraph  blank  was  written  upon  the  same  identical  machine  as  the 
New  Willard  letter? — A.  In  my  opinion  it  is  the  same  identical  ma- 
chine upon  which  the  New  Willara  letter  was  written. 

Q.  Tnen,  was  it  or  was  it  not  written  upon  the  identical  machine 
upon  which  exhibits  "C  1,  2,  3,  and  4"  were  written? — A.  In  my 
opinion  it  was  written  upon  the  identical  machine  that  No.  "  C  1, 2, 
3,  and  4  "  were  ^written  with. 

Q.  Will  you  explain  to  us  by  what  process  you  arrived  at  that 
conclusion? — A.  I  reached  that  conclusion  by  the  same  process  by 
which  an  individual  may  be  identified.  That  is,  the  comparison  of 
the  various  features  and  characteristics  of  the  typewriting  as  they 
appear  upon  these  two  documents,  the  New  Willard  letter  and  un- 
signed communication  upon  the  Postal  Telegraph  blank,  as  compared 
with  the  typewriting  upon  exhibits  "  C  1  to  4."  The  principle  un- 
derlying the  process  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  examination  of  any- 
thing that  has  a  large  number  of  possible  divergencies  in  ijt ;  the  com- 
parison of  those  divergencies  with  each  other  in  combination  with 
identical  characteristics  which  may  appear  or  may  not  appear  in 
both  series  of  documents. 

In  the  first  place,  I  examined  the  paper  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining whether  the  document,  the  New  Willard  paper,  and  the 
telegraph  blank  were  written  on  the  same  machine,  upon  the  same 
kind  oi  a  machine.  That  is,  I  determined  by  comparison  of  the  va- 
rious designs  of  those  letters  with  each  other,  by  comparison  of  all 
the  designs,  that,  they  conform  to  the  designs  on  the  Smith  Premier 
machine,  so  I  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  two  documents  under 
investigation  and  the  documents  with  which  I  compared  them,  "CI 
to  4,"  are  all  written  upon  the  Smith  Premier  typewriter.  Then  I 
compared  the  features  or  characteristics,  the  elements  of  these  docu- 
ments in  every  particular,  endeavoring  to  discover  the  particulars  in 
which  they  deviated  or  diverged  from  a  perfect,  normal  form.  That 
is,  if  the  letter  prints  out  of  position,  out  of  alignment  with  other 
letters,  that  would  be  a  deviation  from  a  perfect  form.  If  the  letter 
prints  in  a  wrong  relation  to  the  base  line,  so  far  as  its  perpendicular 
position  is  concerned,  there  would  be  a  deviation  from  a  perfect  nor- 
mal. If  a  letter  prints  so  that  the  face  of  the  letter  does  not  print 
uniformly  that  is  a  deviation.  Now,  in  order  to  reach  a  conclusion 
that  two  sets  of  typewritten  papers  were  written  on  the  same  ma- 
chine we  must  find  a  combination  of  deviations  from  normal  and  no 
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distinct,  significant  diversities  from  each  other.  A  significant  di- 
vergence which  would  differentiate  two  machines  would  be  a  different 
design  of  letters  or  any  letter  or  a  pronounced  characteristic  which 
in  one  series  of  writings  was  permanent  and  persistent  and  the  other 
one  was  permanent  and  persistent  in  a  different  way. 

The  principle,  as  I  say,  underlying  the  examination  or  the  deter- 
mination of  such  a  question  is  the  same  as  that  underlying  the  iden- 
tification of  an  individual  from  a  description  as  to  his  general  fea- 
tures, those  that  are  normal  and  the  coincidence  in  these  and  in  ab- 
normal particulars.  That  is  to  say,  similar  to  the  system  of  human 
identification  as  is  developed  in  the  French  system,  now  adopted  in 
this  country,  as  based  upon  a  series  of  measurements  of  the  human 
frame  in  connection  with  a  personal  description.  There  are  only 
eleven  measurements  made,  and  that  in  connection  with  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  individual  is  supposed  to  be  sufficient  to  identify  any 
particular  individual.  This  is  possible  for  the  reason  that  the  devi- 
ation from  any  one  of  the  descriptions  of  course  excludes  every 
other  individual  that  does  not  answer  that  particular  description. 
Now  we  have  that  same  principle  applied  to  typewriting.  For  ex- 
ample, if  we  had  all  of  the  Smith-Premier  typewriters  that  were  ever 
brought  to  the  city  of  Washington  all  in  one  collection,  and  we  had 
these  typewritings  before  us  marked  "  C  1  to  4  "  and  were  endeav- 
oring to  find  the  machine,  having  the  actual  machines  before  us,  we 
immediately  would  have  to  exclude  every  typewriter  which  did  not 
have  the  abnormal  characteristics  which  appear  persistently  upon  the 
documents  in  question,  and  it  is  just  the  same,  I  say,  as  the  identify- 
ing of  an  individual  by  a  combination  of  deformities  or  scars.  We  can 
find,  for  example,  in  a  large  collection  of  individuals,  those  who  an- 
swer certain  descriptions  of  an  abnormal  character.  That  is  to  say, 
we  could  find  in  tne  city  of  Washington  many  men,  perhaps,  who 
would  have  but  one  arm. 

Now,  if  we  were  looking  for  a  man  with  one  arm  with  a  certain 
scar  at  a  particular  part  of  his  person,  we  must  exclude  not  only  all 
who  do  not  have  but  one  arm,  but  also  all  those  who  do  not  have 
but  one  arm  in  combination  with  this  particular  scar,  and  common 
sense  teaches  that  if  the  description  of  the  individual  points  to  a  half 
dozen  abnormal  things  like  scars  and  deformities  and  we  find  that 
a  certain  individual  answers  a  general  description  at  the  same  time, 
common  sense  teaches  us  that  that  is  the  man  we  are  looking  for* 
The  identification  of  typewriting  is  exactly  the  same  thing — that  is  to 
say,  we  have  certain  characteristics  which  may  be  described  as  de- 
formities, as  scars  upon  the  work  of  the  machine,  and  other  char- 
acteristics which  are  of  a  general  character.  That  is,  like  those 
which  point  to  the  particular  kind  of  a  machine  would  be  similar 
to  those  pointing  to  a  particular  race,  for  example.  Then  we  differ- 
entiate tnose  by  comparing  these  particular  individualities  in  these 
particular  individuals.  Now  we  have  in  this  examination  a  combi- 
nation of  so  many  peculiarities  that  in  my  opinion  it  points  conclu- 
sively, irresistibly,  to  one  machine  as  the  one  upon  which  "  C  1  to  4: " 
and  the  New  Willard  letter  and  the  Postal  Telegraph  communication 
were  written.  That  is,  we  have  in  combination  a  large  number  of 
these  characteristics,  some  of  which  would  occur  very  seldom.  We 
have,  for  example,  certain  deviations  in  slant  of  letters — that  is,  in 
relation  to  the  base  line.    Now,  this  is  a  deviation  in  typewriting  that 
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is  out  of  control  of  the  operator,  no  matter  whether  the  letter  is  struck 
hard  or  soft,  fast  or  slow ;  that  particular  characteristic  is  due  to  the 
manner  in  which  that  metal  letter  is  put  into  the  type-bar,  or  due  to 
the  condition  that  arises  from  an  accident  that  may  happen  after- 
wards. 

Q.  You  say  that  you  find  that  peculiarity  running  through  these  j 
papers? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  Through  the  telegram  and  the  New  Willard  letter,  and  the 
papers,  "  C  1,  2,  3,  and  4?  " — A.  I  do.  This  character,  about  which 
there  can  be  no  objection,  is  the  small  "  b."  The  small  "  b  "  is  ab- 
normal, from  the  fact  that  it  does  not  stand  in  a  vertical  position, 
but  leans  over  to  the  left.  This  characteristic  runs  through  all  these 
papers — that  is,  those  marked  "  C  1  to  4  "  and  the  New  Willard  letter 
and  the  telegram,  and  if  we  were  examining  a  large  number  of  docu- 
ments written  on  a  Smith  Premier  machine  would  exclude  all  ma- 
chines that  did  not  carry  a  small  "  b  "  that  wrote  in  this  particular 
way.  Now,  in  this  same  communication  we  have,  for  example,  an- 
other kind  of  characteristic,  and  that  is  which  appears  in  the  small 
"  o."  The  small  "  o  "  prints  on  this  typewriter  so  that  the  right- 
hand  upper  side  hits  the  paper  first  and  particularly  in  a  light  im- 
pression that  portion  of  the  letter  is  a  heavier  part,  necessarily.  Of 
course^  if  such  a  letter  is  struck  very  hard  and  the  ribbon  is  soft,  well 
inked,  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  from  one  character,  but  I 
would  say  in  all  this  examination  it  is  the  succession  and  repetition 
of  these  various  characters  and  divergencies  that  gives  force  and  value 
to  the  opinion,  because  it  is  perfectly  evident  that  the  characteristics 
referred  to  were  not  accidental  characteristics,  but  were  those  f unda- 
mental  in  the  machine,  that  these  divergencies  are  in  the  machine 
itself  and  not  due  to  accidental  surrounding  circumstances.  There 
are  certain  characteristics  of  certain  particular  letters  that  may  be  due 
to  a  condition  oi  the  ribbon  or  to  a  condition  of  the  manifold  carbon 
paper,  which  might  affect  one  character,  so  that  I  would  say  it  would 
be  unsafe  and  improper  to  base  a  conclusion,  either  as  to  identity  or 
lack  of  identity,  upon  one  characteristic.  But  those  that  I  have  re- 
ferred to  are  repeated  persistently.  For  example,  we  have  this  com- 
bination of  this  small  letter  "  o  "  which  prints  in  this  peculiar  manner 
with  this  small  "  b." 

Now,  if  we  were  actually  examining  all  this  group  of  typewrit- 
ers, we  must  out  of  the  remainder  from  which  we  exclude  all  that 
did  not  have  the  small  "b"  leaning  to  the  left,  we  must  now 
exclude  all  those  that  do  not  have  the  small  "  o  "  printing  heavier 
on  the  right-hand  upper  side.  Now,  another  characteristic  in  the 
same  class  is  the  smalt  "  n,"  which  prints  in  the  opposite  way  from 
the  small  "  o,"  which  prints  heavier  to  the  left-hand  side,  due  to  the 
same  cause — that  is,  that  the  letter  is  slightly  twisted,  either  orig- 
inally— never  adjusted  perfectly — or  due  to  accidents  that  may  occur 
at  any  time.  So  that  now  we  would  have  three  combinations,  all  of 
which  would  be  in  the  nature  of  a  defect  or  deformity  alreadv  de- 
scribed, that  would  tend  to  identify  this  particular  machine,  ^en 
we  take  another  characteristic.  We  have,  for  example,  a  combination 
with  this,  the  capital  "O,"  which  appears  in  these  documents  out  of  its 
normal  position  and  prints  too  high.  This,  of  course,  must  still  fur- 
ther be  combined  in  the  same  way  with  the  characteristics  already 
described. 
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Then  take  the  figures.    I  should  say  that  the  figures  alone  on  the 
telegram  are  very  strong  evidence  as  identifying  this  particular 
paper.    We  have  a  very  abnormal  condition  in  these  figures,  and  this 
condition  is  repeated  throughout  the  writings  numbered  "  C  1  to  C  4." 
For  example,  we  have  on  the  telegram  in  question  the  amount 
u  $1,476,296.60,"  in  which  these  particular  characters  print  in  at  least 
three  different  heights  from  the  base  line,  and  in  the  documents  with 
which  they  are  compared  we  find  this  same  condition  repeats  itself 
many  times.    Whether  the  figures  are  in  this  order  as  compared  with 
each  other,  or  whether  the  order  is  changed,  that  is  the  "  6  "  prints 
very  much  higher  than  the  "4,"  and  if  we  simply  look  at  the  num- 
bers of  the  questions  on  the  side  of  the  sheets  in  relation  to  the  period 
as  indicating  the  base  line,  we  can  determine  the  relation  oi  these 
letters  to  the  line  of  writing,  so  that  I  say  we  must  consider  all  of_ 
these  figures  that  are  out  of  alignment  in  a  certain  particular  way.* 
They  must  again  combine  with  the  abnormal  "  b,"  combine  with  the 
abnormal  "  o,    and  combine  with  the  small  "  n  "  and  abnormal  capi- 
tal "  O."    Then  we  take  the  capital  "  L,"  which  leans  slightly  to  the 
left,  and  that  again  in  combination  with  all  the  other  characteristics 
appearing  in  both  sets  of  writings,  so  that  finally  when  we  reach 
ana  discover  as  many  characteristics  as  shown  in  these  documents 
the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  they  are  the  work  of  the  same 
machine. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Osborn,  to  go  back  a  little  to  your  illustration,  you 
said  if  you  were  looking  for  a  one-armed  man  in  Washington  and 
you  found  a  man  with  only  one  arm  you  would  not  necessarily 
assume  that  he  was  the  man,  but  if  you  were  asked  to  find  a  certain 
man  and  the  description  was  that  he  was  a  one-armed  man,  with  a 
scar  on  his  left  cheek,  and  found  such  a  man,  you  would  begin  to 
suspect  that  he  was  the  man  wanted,  is  that  right? — A.  Yes,  sir/ 

Q.  Then  if  you  were  asked  to  find  a  man  with  one  arm,  his  left « 
ear  gone,  and  a  scar  on  his  left  cheek  and  one  on  his  right  hip.    Then 
you  would  think  you  were  pretty  close  to  the  man  ? — A.  I  should  say 
there  would  be  very  strong  suspicion  that  he  was  the  man. 

Q.  How  many  scars,  if  any,  have  you  found  on  this  one-armed 
typewriter  ?— A.  This  is  about  an  eighty- armed  typewriter. 

Q.  Well,  in  other  words,  how  many  identifying  marks  have  you 
found,  how  many  abnormalities,  as  it  has  been  termed,  have  you 
found  running  through  six  of  these  papers? — A.  I  have  not  counted 
the  exact  number,  but  I  should  say  that  there  would  be  at  least  50 
that  could  be  easily  distinguished,  and  undoubtedly  more  than  that 
after  a  careful  examination  and  measurement,  particularly  enlarge- 
ments of  these  letters,  so  that  we  would  practically  have  here  a  case 
parallel  to  finding  that  a  man  with  50  scars  on  him  in  various  places. 
That  is,  if  we  had  such  a  description  and  found  such  a  man  we 
would  be  morally  certain  we  had  found  the  right  one,  because  there  is 
underlying  this  the  law  of  probability,  which  is  very  easily  applied 
if  we  only  determine  the  probability  oi  each  separate  event. 

The  principle  underlying  the  improbability  of  the  concurrence  of 
a  number  of  separate  things  which  are  each  in  themselves  improbable 
is  determined  by  the  continued  product  of  the  fractions  representing 
each  event  For  example,  if  we  have  20  events,  each  of  which  may 
occur  one  in  a  thousand  times,  then  we  must  combine  those  frac- 
tions representing  the  events  and  find  the  continued  product,  and 
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the  improbability  becomes  so  great  as  hardly  to  be  expressed  in 
figures,  and  practical  common  sense  and  experience  teaches  that  such 
an  event  never  would  occur  at  all,  or  rather  such  a  combination  of 
events. 

Q.  Mr.  Osborn,  can  you,  from  the  typewriting  in  two  or  three  dif- 
ferent papers,  or  more,  can  you  in  any  way  identify  the  writer  or 
operator,  whether  they  were  written  by  the  same  operator? — A- 1 
would  say  that  there  are  certain  characteristics  in  typewriting  tilt 
tend  to  identify  an  operator,  but  only  that  far.  That  depends,  rf 
course,  upon  the  care  with  which  the  typewriting  is  done,  nabits  of 
indentation  and  paragr&phing,  the  habit  of  spacing  after  paragraphs 
and  punctuation,  and  various  little  things  of  that  kind  which  differ 
in  various  operators,  but  I  would  not  undertake  to  say  in  any  par- 
-  ticular  case  tnat  two  documents  were  necessarily  by  the  same  operator 
or  were  not  written  by  the  same  operator,  unless  the  habits  were  very 
unusual.  It  might  be  possible  to  say  that  the  typewriter  was  an 
operator  who  was  unskilled  if  it  was  very  clumsy,  unless  that  result 
had  been  aimed  at  by  a  skillful  operator. 

Q.  Are  there  or  not,  as  far  as  you  have  observed,  any  identifying 
marks  running  through  those  six  papers,  New  Wttlarci  letter,  and 
the  telegram,  and  the  four  "  C's,"  wnich  lead  you  to  believe  that  any 
two  or  more  of  them  were  written  by  the  same  operator? — A.  One 
characteristic  only,  or  perhaps  two,  the  use  of  the  capital  "  I "  for 
the  figure  "  1,"  which  is  an  unusual  use.  That  is,  the  typewriter 
manufacturers  intend  that  the  small  "  1 "  is  to  be  used  for  the  figure 
"1"  and  the  small  "1"  interchangeably,  excepting  the  Hammond 
machine,  which  carries  a  figure  "1."  But  on  the  Remington  ma- 
chine, Smith  machine,  and  Underwood  machine  there  is  no  figure 
"  1;"  that  figure  is  represented  by  the  small  "  1  "character. 

Q.  How  about  this  machine? — A.  The  Smith  Premier  has  no  6g- 
r  ure  "  1,"  but  those  documents  "  C  L  "  to  "  C  4  "  and  the  New  Willard 
letter  and  the  telegram — no,  not  the  New  Willard  letter ;  I  think  that 
did  not  contain  the  figure  "  1  " — but  in  the  telegram  and  the  papers 
marked  "  C  1"  to  C  4  "  the  capital  "  I "  is  used  for  the  figure  A 1* 
instead  of  the  "  1."  I  would  say  that  is  simply  that  much  evidence 
to  indicate  that  these  papers  were  written  by  the  same  operator,  but 
not  sufficient  to  say  absolutely.  One  other  characteristic  that  is 
shown  two  or  three  times  is  the  peculiar  use  of  the  "  —  "  as  a  punc- 
tuation mark.  That  is,  this  would  refer  perhaps  to  the  habit  or  con- 
struction, grammatical  construction  rather  than  a  habit  of  typewrit- 
ing. That  is  a  sudden  change  in  the  thought  and  indication  by  ft 
"  —  "  and  then  a  conclusion  of  the  sentence,  or  the  addition  to  ft 
sentence. 

Q.  Then,  as  we  understand  you  while  that  would  be  some  evidence 
pointing  to  the  same  person  as  having  been  the  typewriter  in  every 
case  that  would  not  be  so  conclusive  as  to  lead  you  to  say  whether 
they  were  or  not  written  by  the  same  person  ? — A.  No ;  I  should  say 
that  would  not  be  sufficient  evidence  to  indicate  that,  but  woulfl 
simply  tend  to  show  it. 

Q.  Now,  there  are  three  witnesses  who  testify  from  these  papers. 
I  would  like  to  ask  you  whether  you  and  the"  other  two  witnesses 
reached  your  conclusions  separately? — A.  Well,  I  reached  mine  sep- 
arately ;  I  can  not  speak  for  anyone  else.  That  is,  I  made  the  exam- 
ination independent  of  anyone  else. 
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Q.  While  we  have  listened  with  much  interest  to  what  you  have 
said  and  have  observed  with  much  care  the  charts  that  have  been 
handed  us  here,  and  they  might  or  might  not  convince  the  members 
of  this  committee,  we  could  not  very  well  put  them  in  the  record. 
Would  it  be  possible  by  any  photographs  or  enlargements  or  other- 
wise which  could  be  made  part  of  the  record  to  illustrate  what  you 
have  said? — A.  Yes,  sir:  I  would  say  that  it  is  possible  to  illustrate 
all  of  these  characteristics  in  such  a  way  that  the  particular  char- 
acteristic described  is  unquestioned  and  can  not  be  doubted  and  that 
the  interpretation  of  that  and  the  construction  of  the  question  as  to 
whether  they  would  all  be  likely  to  unite  in  one  series  of  papers  is 
the  only  question  involved;  that  is,  that  these  deviations  which  I 
have  referred  to  many  of  which,  however,  are  of  a  comparatively 
small  character,  but  are  just  as  significant  as  they  would  bd  if  they 
were  greater,  if  they  are  insistent  and  actually  do  exist,  I  say  a 
practical  illustration  takes  these  physical  facts  out  of  the  realm  of 
doubt  and  shows  them  to  be  facts.  Then,  all  that  is  left  for  an  ex- 
aminer is  to  interpret  those  facts  and  determine  whether  it  would 
be  probable  that  these  conditions  existing  would  unite  in  two  differ- 
ent machines,  and  in  my  opinion  proper  illustration  makes  this  con- 
clusion so  inevitable,  so  irresistible,  that  it  must  be  admitted.  It  is 
like  finding  a  man  with  all  those  scars  and  deformities,  I  mean 
finding  a  man  answering  that  description,  we  say  unquestionably 
that  is  the  man.  Now,  that  is  simply  done ;  for  example,  this  matter 
of  alignment,  taking  the  various  representative  words,  and  I  will 
say  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  illustrate  all  of  the  characteristics,  but 
a  dozen  to  twenty  would,  be  sufficient,  with  the  matter  of  vertical 
alignment,  for  example,  simply  photograph  on  a  large  scale,  all  these 
words  which  represent  characters  out  of  alignment  vertically  or 
horizontally,  or  out  of  alignment  in  relation  to  the  base  line,  then 
the  other  characters  out  of  relation  to  each  other  horizontally,  just 
a  few  representative  ones,  and  when  they  are  combined  as  many  as 
twelve  to  twenty  different  characters  that  are  of  an  abnormal  char- 
acter and  at  the  same  time  there  is  not  present  any  differentiating 
characteristic,  the  conclusion,  in  my  opinion,  must  be  reached  that 
it  could  occur  in  but  one  way,  and  that  is  that  the  documents  which 
are  so  illustrated  were  written  on  the  same  typewriting  machine. 

Q.  I  understand  you  that  such  further  enlargements  and  photo- 
graphs are  not  necessary  for  your  conclusion? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  They  would  merely  be  further  instructive  evidence  to  any- 
body who  might  read  our  record? — A.  Yes,  sir.  That  is,  it  is  dim- 
cult  to  see  some  of  these  things  without  a  very  careful  examination ; 
that  is,  a  deviation  in  alignment  may  not  be  more  than  a  very  small 
fraction  of  an  inch,  but  if  it  is  a  permanent,  persistent  deviation  it 
is  just  as  significant  as  though  it  deviated  an  inch,  as  evidence  point- 
ing to  that  particular  machine. 

Q.  These  charts  and  photographs,  copies  of  which  have  been  in 
use  here,  could  they  be  duplicated,  multiplied? — A.  Oh,  yes;  multi- 
plied in  a  number  of  ways,  by  photographic  process  on  ordinary 
printing  paper,  or  photograph  paper,  or  illustrated  bv  half-tone 
plates. 

Q.  Without  changing  the  peculiarities? — A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  From  which  the  conclusions  are  reached? — A.  *Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now  would  it  be  possible  in  that  bunch  of  papers  before  you, 
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Exhibits  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  lying  on  top,  would  it  be  possible  to  identify 
the  machines  on  which  they  were  made  and  what  ones  of  them,  2 
any  others,  were  written  on  the  same  machine  as  Exhibits  1,  2, 
3,  4? — A.  I  think  it  is  possible  to  do  it,  sir. 

Q.  How  much  time  would  that  require? — A.  It  would  be  a  little 
difficult  to  tell  in  advance,  but  that  would  depend  somewhat  upon 
their  character  (I  have  not  looked  at  all  of  these) ;  the  character  of 
the  typewriting,  and  the  condition  of  the  ribbons  and  some  of  those 
things  that  may  enter  into  it.  I  should  say  that  perhaps  a  day 
would  be  sufficient,  or  perhaps  less  than  that,  although  of  course 
such  an  examination  ought  to  be  made  with  extreme  care.  I  have 
several  thousands  of  specimens  of  typewriting  from  all  the  various 
machines  that  I  have  been  able  to  find  and  of  the  various  machines 
of  different  dates,  and,  of  course,  sometimes  a  question  may  arise 
regarding  a  particular  paper  that  would  take  a  long  time.  I  should 
think  most  of  these  could  be  separated  within  a  very  short  time. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Can  you  tell  from  your  inspection  of  those  exhibits?  C  1,  2,  3. 
and  4,  and  from  the  two  anonymous  letters  whether  this  machine 
had  been  used  very  much? — A.  It  would  be  a  little  difficult  to 
answer  that  question  with  a  very  great  degree  of  definiteness.  I 
should  say  this  machine  had  not  been  used  a  very  great  deal.  That 
is  not  a  very  definite  question  to  answer. 

Q.  The  point  is,  is  it  a  comparatively  old  machine  or  a  new  ma- 
chine, so  far  as  you  can  tell  or  the  typewriting  can  tell  you!— 
A.  The  design  of  the  letters  shows  that  the  machine  has  been  made 
since  1897.  I  said  1898  before;  that  should  be  1897.  These  par- 
ticular letters  were  actually  made  in  1897.  Now,  of  course,  the 
character  of  the  work  on  the  typewriter  depends  very  much  on  the 
habits  of  the  operator.  There  are  some  operators  who  will  wear 
out  a  machine  in  half  the  time  required  for  another  operator  to 
wear  out  a  machine.  The  defects  or  the  deterioration  of  a  type- 
writer depends  quite  largely  upon  the  frequency  of  the  type  bars 
with  each  other.  That  is  to  say  that  so  far  as  the  character  of  the 
work  is  concerned,  the  writer  who  writes  carelessly  and  strikes  two 
letters  at  the  same  time,  those  two  letters  strike  each  other  and  if 
that  occurs  often  the  result  is  defects  and  bad  work  in  that  particu- 
lar machine.  There  are  other  operators  with  whom  hardly  ever 
two  letters  will  conflict.  Then  there  are  those  who  strike  the  kevs 
twice  as  hard  as  other  operators,  so  that  it  is  difficult  to  say,  I  would 
not  undertake  to  say  from  the  character  of  the  work,  just  how  long 
the  machine  had  been  used. 

Q.  I  called  attention  to  Exhibit  103  of  anonymous  letter  on  the 
Postal  Telegraph  blank  in  line  4  in  the  word  "  submarine  "  the  "b" 
drops  considerably  below  the  line? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  not  that  indicate  that  that  machine  had  been  used  con- 
siderably, so  that  that  letter  had  become  a  little  out  of  placet — A  1 
should  say  that  if  that  letter  was  going  to  print  like  that  every  time 
the  operator  would  probably  send  for  a  repair  man  and  have  him  fix 
it.  That  condition  as  shown  in  that  particular  word,  in  my  opinion, 
is  due.  to  what  I  have  described  as  a  collision  between  two  type  bars. 
The  same  thing  occurs  in  the  word  "  story  "  at  that  last  line  in  that 
same  writing.    If  two  type  bars  strike  together  in  very  rapid  opera- 
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tion  or  careless  operation;  that  is,  two  letters  come  up  at  that  same 
j>oint  or  very  nearly  together  they  may  reach  the  printing  point  and 
only  one  of  them  print,  and  their  conflict  or  collision  forces  one  of 
tliem  out  of  position.  They  can  not  both  occupy  that  same  position 
at  the  same  time,  because  the  printing  point  is  the  same  for  all  char- 
acters. The  same  "  b  "  in  the  line  above  in  the  word  "  become  "  you 
will  observe  printed  on  the  line  with  the  other  characters. 

Q.  In  line  7  of  that  same  exhibit,  the  word  "  defeat,"  the  same 
accident  probably  occurred  there? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
that  characteristic  was  due  to  the  omission  of  that  character,  and  it 
was  put  in  afterwards,  I  think,  between  the  other  two.  The  letters 
as  they  appear  "  defeated,"  each  occupving  a  tenth  of  an  inch, 
-which  would  indicate  that  that  word  was  nrst  written  "  defated  "  and 
then  the  carriage  was  run  back  and  the  "  e  "  was  put  in  between  the 
"  f  "  and  the  "  a."  That  could  not  have  been  written  in  that  way, 
in  my  opinion,  in  the  regular  way. 

Q.  Does  or  does  not  that  indicate  that  this  piece  of  typewriting 
was  written  hurriedly  or  by  a  person  who  was  giving  any  care  to  it? 
Is  there  any  such  indication  as  that? — A.  I  should  say  that  that 
characteristic  you  have  already  referred  to  in  the  word  "  submarine," 
the  omission  of  "e"  in  the  word  "defeat,"  and  the  word  "story" 
there,  which  in  my  opinion  was  also  due  to  the  collision  of  the  type 
bars,  would  indicate  this  was  written  very  rapidly  or  very  carelessly. 
Q.  I  call  attention  to  one  other  characteristic  of  that  letter  on  tele- 
graph blank  No.  103?  and  that  is  the  alignment  and  paragraphing  of 
the  four,  the  beginning  of  which  are  in  a  very  good  alignment,  are 
they  not,  as  to  the  beginning  of  the  line  ? — A.  Tney  all  begin  at  the  • 
same  space  on  the  machine. 

Q.  The  next  five  lines  begin  one  word  farther  to  the  right.— A. 
Yes ;  four  spaces  farther  to  the  right. 

Q.  And  the  alignment  of  the  first  five  lines  so  far  as  the  first  word 
beginning  in  a  perpendicular  is  a  good  alignment? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  the  next  alignment  begins  with  a  fairly  good  alignment  in 
the  first  paragraph? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  or  does  not  that  indicate  that  the  person  who  wrote  that 
was  an  experienced  operator  and  was  accustomed  to  paragraphing 
and  lining? — A.  Well,  I  should  be  inclined  to  think  that  that  would 
point  to  an  experienced  operator.  I  think  that  the  condition  you 
nave  referred  to  is  due  to  the  fact  that  each  of  those  five  lines  except- 
ing the  last  one  is  a  separate  statement  and  grammatically  of  course 
should  be  paragraphed.  Now,  the  habit  of  paragraphing  in  type- 
writing with  most  operators  is  to  indent  a  paragraph  at  five  spaces. 
That  is  just  exactly  what  is  done  here,  five  spaces  in.  The  first  state- 
ment "  submarine  foe  "  and  there  would  be  another  indication  of  care- 
less typewriting.  "New  York  Herald  and  Washington  Post;"  that 
is  a  separate  statement  and  of  course  is  paragraphed.  Next  one, 
"  Loud  can  be  defeated  on  this  proposition  alone  by  you,"  is  another 
paragraph  and  another  statement  wnich  would  be  indented  and  para- 
graphed in  ordinary  proper  construction.  Then  the  next  one  is  an- 
other one,  so  that  this  peculiar  indentation  is  really  the  paragraphing 
of  all  those  five  statements  in  the  same  manner  exactly.  Of  course 
another  indication  in  this  paper  that  it  is  written  carelessly  and  rap- 
idly is  the  fact  that  the  first  line  is  not  indented  where  "Loud" 
should  really  have  begun  in  five  spaces. 
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Q.  So  that  so  far  as  a  hasty  examination  of  this  one  paper  is  con- 
cerned the  indications  are  that  is  was  written  by  an  experienced  oper- 
ator on  a  machine  that  was  not  very  badly  worn,  written  in  some 
haste  and  carelessness,  but  he  exercised  experience  and  skill  in  pars- 
graphing  and  soaring,  is  that  your  opinion  ? — A.  Well.  I  shoula  say 
part  of  that.  Of  course  there  is  an  error  in  paragraphing  the  very 
first  thing,  that  the  word  "  Loud  "  should  have  teen  indented.  w> 
that  I  should  hesitate  to  describe  the  characteristics  of  such  a  type- 
writer operator  with  a  very  great  degree  of  detail. 

Q.  You  would  not  care  to  indicate  any  operator  by  the  character- 
istics that  have  so  far  appeared  ? — A.  Except  that  I  should  say  that 
this  was  either  very  rapidly  or  carelessly  written,  or  written  by 
one — well,  I  should'say  just  rapidly  or  carelessly. 

I  want  to  say  in  addition  to  what  I  have  already  said  in  regard  to 
these  various  characteristics  that  I  have  not  described  nearly  all  of 
the  characteristics  which  do  appear,  but  I  should  say  from  those 
that  I  described  in  combination  that  they  are  sufficient  on  which  to 
base  an  opinion  that  these  documents  are  all  written  by  the  same 
machine. 

Q.  When  a  machine  is  operated  in  a  hasty  or  careless  way  and 
much  work  is  turned  out  from  it,  will  not  the  parts  become  loose 
and  tend  to  wobble  and  change  their  alignment  or  position  some?— 
A.  Yes;  particularly  on  most  machines  of  this  character;  that  is, 
machines  that  use  a  swinging  type  bar  there  is  a  tendency  to  become 
loose,  so  that  an  occasional  character  will  print  in  an  abnormal  way 
sometimes.  Then  this,  again,  of  course  is  due  to  the  skill  and  char- 
acter of  the  operator. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  these  various  documents.  Is  there  anj 
indication — that  is,  in  all  of  the  six  papers  that  are  before  you  is 
there  any  indication  from  your  examination  of  them  that  the  operator 
possessed  experience  and  skill  in  the  use  of  punctuation  and  spell- 
ing?— A.  Yes;  my  opinion  is  that  these  documents  show  quite  accu- 
rate results  in  this  direction. 

Q.  More  than  the  ordinary  individual  uses  in  typewriting?— A.  I 
would  not  call  this  extraordinarily  good.  I  shoula  say  this  is  what 
you  might  call  average  results,  average  work. 

Q.  I  am  not  speaking  of  the  appearance;  I  am  speaking  of  the 
spelling  and  the  punctuation  of  it,  to  be  read. — A.  Well,  I  should 
call  it  about  average  typewriting,  the  average  result  in  that  direc- 
tion. 

Q.  About  the  average  skill? — A.  Yes;  I  should  think  so. 

Q.  About  the  average  skill? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  After  the  machine  has  become  worn  somewhat  and  some  of 
the  letters  have  become  used  and  loose,  does  that  change  the  situ- 
ation any  as  to  your  identification, of  the  machine  from  the  work 
that  comes  from  it?— A.  Yes,  sir;"  I  should  say  just  in  propor- 
tion that  those  conditions  develop,  just  in  that  proportion  it  is 
possible  to  identify  the  machine.  Of  course  the  more  nearly  perfect 
the  machine  is  in  every  way  the  more  difficult  it  becomes  to  identify 
its  work,  and  the  more  abnormal  it  becomes,  defective,  the  more 
easy  it  is  to  identify  its  work.  There  are  certain  other  character- 
istics here,  perhaps,  I  might  call  attention  to  combined  with  those 
I  have  already  described,  one  of  which  is  the  small  "  d?"  which  in 
both  sets  of  these  documents — that  is,  those  in  question  with  the  ones 
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with  which  they  are  compared— the  small  "  d  "  leans  to  the  right 
in  most  instances;  there  is  a  slight  variation  in  it.  Next  the  small 
"  v."  I  think  attention  has  not  been  called  to  this.  The  small  "  v," 
in  my  opinion,  shows  that  the  type  face  of  that  letter  has  been 
injured,  so  that  it  prints  heavier  than  it  should  normally.  That 
is,  this  particular  letter  in  most  instances  where  there  is  a  uniform 
impression  is  a  lighter  "  v  "  because  the  lines  are  wider.  The  width 
on  these  type  faces  as  made  originally  are  all  the  same,  but  these 
conflicts,  collisions  between  letters,  batter  the  faces  of  certain  letters 
as  the  accidents  occur,  so  that  that  letter  would  always  afterwards 
print  with  a  heavier  impression,  a  slightly  darker  ana  heavier  line, 
and  the  capital  "  E  "  prints  slightly  to  the  left,  and  is  just  a  little 
bit  twisted,  so  that  the  top  of  it  prints  a  little  too  far  to  the  right 
in  proportion  to  the  base ;  I  mean  usually.  Some  of  these  character- 
istics are  due  to  the  lack  of  uniformity  m  the  impression.  Also  the 
right-hand  side  of  the  base  of  the  small  "  i "  is  frequently  heavier 
than  the  left-hand  side,  which,  I  think,  is  due  to  the  same  cause; 
that  is,  I  think,  to  the  fact  that  the  letter  prints  first  slightly 
darker  on  the  right-hand  side.  I  should  say  that  all  the  identities 
described  are  ample  on  which  to  base  the  conclusion  that  the  docu- 
ments are  all  written  by  the  same  machine. 

By  Mr.  Howard  :# 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  the  liability  of  a  typewriter  to  wear  with 
age.  Apart  from  any  matter  of  extent  of  tune,  is  it  true  that  a 
type  bar  wears  into  another  part  and  elbow  that  the  bar  wears 
in? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  how  is  that  adjusted? — A-  It  is  adjusted  by  tightening 
of  certain  screws  whioh  affect  the  bearing,  and  of  course  as  the 
machine  wears  the  bearings  become  loose,  and  it'  then  writes  more 
erratically  than  it  would  when  it  was  new  and  better  adjusted.  That 
is  to  say,  that  a  slight  wearing  of  the  bearings  may  affect  a  letter  so 
that  it  prints  not  with  absolute  uniformity,  but  with  a  divergence 
that  may  be  slightly  in  two  directions,  and  that  is  particularly  of 
certain  characters  on  certain  machines  that  may  become  loose. 

Q.  Is  that  bearing  adjusted  to  its  component  part  as  being  laid  in 
as  in  aj  aw  like  that  spectacle? — A.  It  is  on  the  Smith  machine. 

Q.  The  Smith  Premier?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  it  works  in  a  jaw  fastened  with  a  screw,  or  is  it 
bradded  ? — A.  Well,  now,  I  can  not  remember.  I  know  on  the  Rem- 
ington machine  the  adjustment  of  each  joint  is  an  adjustment  that 
can  be  adjusted  by  a  screw  in  connection  with  the  joint  itself,  but  I 
can  not  just  at  this  moment  remember  about  the  Smith. 

Q.  The  type  bar,  the  part  the  type  is  adjusted  to,  is  about  2£  to  3 
inches  long,  is  it;  if  you  count  the  elbow  joint?. — A.  Yes;  I  should 
say  about  3  inches  on  the  Smith  machine.  It  has  a  slightly  larger 
what  you  call  "  basket "  than  the  other  machines,  because  it  has  twice 
as  many  bars. 

Q.  Now.  then,  the  length  is  something  like  2£  inches  until  you  get 
to  the  key ooard  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  If  you  strike  a  keyboard  that  actuates  a  straight  bar  2£  inches, 
with  that  much  leverage  or  leverage  starting  about  two-thirds  of  its 

length,  then  a  joint  and  type  bar  working  into  that  joint A. 

That  is  not,  I  think,  exactly  the  way  I  understand  your  question. 
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Q.  Are  there  two  parts  from  the  keyboard  to  the  type  i— A.  There 
are  three  parts. 

Q.  Three  joints? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  what  is  the  liability  of  wear  where  there  is  a  construc- 
tion of  that  sort? — A.  Of  course  it  does  wear  a  little,  and  a  little 
wear  at  the  joint  of  course  would  be  accentuated  at  the  end  of  the 
bar. 

Q.  By  as  many  times  as  there  are  joints? — A.  As  the  proportion 
to  the  joint  is  to  the  length  of  the  bar. 

Q.  Is  not  that  tendency  to  wear  at  each  jaw  into  which  it  is  set 
as  well  as  wear  on  the  pin  that  passes  through  the  ioint?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  That  wears  on  the  pin  that  passes  through  tne  jaw ;  the  tend- 
ency of  that  would  be  to  lengthen  the  type  barf— A.  Yes. 

Q.  If  it  wears  the  right  or  left  jaw  the  tendency  would  be  to 
throw  the  letter  to  the  right  or  left  in  alignment  ? — A.  That  would 
depend  upon  the  position  of  the  letter  in  the  basket.  Now,  in  the 
Smith  machine  the  letters  are  all  hung  in  what  is  called  a  "bas- 
ket," and  that  is  a  fact  that  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
careful  examination  of  this  matter  of  alignment  If  I  had  a  pa- 
per, I  could  illustrate  that.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  this  circle, 
which  we  may  divide  into  four  divisions;  now,  if  the  line  of 
the  type  is  from  left  to  right,  as  I  have  described  here,  then  a  tin* 
bar  that  hangs  on  the  lower  part  of  the  basket  at  the  base  would  be 
more  likely  to  have  a  variation  in  alignment  from  right  to  left, 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  swinging  of  the  bar  would  be  from  left 
to  right.  If  the  character  is  attached  on  a  parallel  line,  the  swing- 
ing of  the  bar  would  affect  the  alignment  in  a  vertical  position,  so 
that  the  effect  on  the  alignment  would  depend  upon  the  position  in 
the  basket  of  the  particular  character. 

Q.  That  loosening  of  the  joint  may  go  on  from  natural  wear  or  it 
may  be  accelerated  by  dust  and  oil  that  tends  to  cut  away  the  metal 
joint? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  cut  it  more  or  less  rapidly  as  care  or  want  of  care  is  taken 
of  the  machine  ? — A.  That  is  true. 

Q.  The  defects  in  the  machine,  whatever  they  are,  the  rfesult  of  tbe 
letter  striking  to  the  left  and  right  of  a  vertical  line  to  the  line  of 
alignment,  would  be  probably  the  result  of  wear  in  the  joint  of  the 
type  bar,  would  it  not? — A.  I  think  very  frequently  the  cause  of 
tnat  in  the  Smith  machine  is  in  these  conflicts  of  .the  bars  with  each 
other ;  that  is,  they  become  bent  as  struck  very  rapidly"  and  hard. 
Then  that  bar  until  it  was  readjusted  would  print  abnormally  every 
time. 

Q.  Abnormally  in  whatever  direction  the  bend  happened  to  go?— 
A.  Yes;  and  both  of  these  things  affect  the  alignment.  That  which 
you  describe  is  one  of  the  distinctions  that  different  typewriters  make 
in  describing  their  machine,  or  advertising  their  machine,  as  to  the 
permanency  of  the  alignment,  is  the  proportion  of  the  bearing  to  the 
type  bar,  to  the  length  of  the  bar.  Some  of  the  manufacturers  of 
machines  claim  the  oar  is  so  long  that  the  slight  wear  would  not 
affect  the  bar  at  the  printing  point,  which  of  course  is  perfectly  true. 

Q.  The  fulcrum  there  is  put  nearer  to  the  joint? — A.  No.  The 
bearing  has  two  points  of  contact,  and  there  are  machines  that  have 
a  bearing  only  three- fourths  of  an  inch  line.  This  bearing  on  the 
Smith  machine — the  Smith  machine  has  a  bearing  that  is  not  adjust- 
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able,  but  I  recollect  now  it  has  a  long  bearing,  so  that  there  are  two 

g)ints  of  contact,  but  not  adjustable  for  eacn  on  a  type  bar.  The 
emington  machine  has  a  type  adjustment  for  each  bar  so  that  this 
wear  could  be  taken  up,  but  the  Smith  machine  has  a  long  bar,  mini- 
mizing the  exact  effect  you  describe,  so  that  the  little  wear  would  not 
affect  the  letter  so  much  as  it  would  in  the  short  one. 

Q.  I  understand  in  making  a  new  machine  the  type  is  pressed  by 
power  into  a  matrix  or  into  an  opening  into  the  end  of  a  bar,  that 
is  pressed  by  machinery.  If  there  should  be  any  inaccuracy  in  ad- 
justment as  it  is  being  pressed  into  place,  would  that  not  remain 
permanent? — A.  It  would.  An  illustration  of  that  fact  is  shown  in 
the  fact  already  referred  to  in  my  pamphlet,  in  which  the  letter  "  i  " 
and  the  figure  "  2  "  appear  in  which  there  is  irregularity  in  the  line 
which  was  a  fundamental  defect  in  those  letters,  as  of  course  in 
natural  size  it  is  very  small.  These  letters  are  made  cold,  that  is, 
the  cold  metal  pressed  into  the  matrix ;  sometimes  that  does  not  quite 
fill,  and  the  result  is  sawteeth  in  the  edge  of  the  letter.  If  it  is  not 
pronounced  the  inspectors  do  not  throw  it  out.  In  a  brand-new 
machine  with  quite  a  number  of  such  defects  it  would  of  course  tend 
to  identify  it  in  a  very  pronounced  manner. 

Q.  You  would  say  of  a  typewriter,  then,  that  from  the  time  of 
its  purchase  and  actual  use  it  is  in  the  process  of  dying? — A.  It  is 
in  the  process  of  dying  and  wearing  out,  and  that  process  tends  to  in- 
dividualize it  in  a  continuous  manner. 

Q.  Like  any  rickety  man? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Osborn,  I  forgot  to  ask  you  one  question.  I  think  I  forgot 
to  ask  you  about  the  envelope.  There  is  an  envelope  addressed  to 
Senator  Frank  Edinborough,  Bay  City,  Mich.,  in. which  the  New 
Willard  letter  was  inclosed.  Have  yon  examined  the  typewriting  in 
which  that  letter  was  addressed  ? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  Will  you  state  whether  or  not  that  was  written  on  the  same 
machine  as  the  letter  itself? — A.  In  my  opinion  it  is. 

Q.  And  the  exhibits  "  C  1 "  to  "  C  4?  "— A.  The  same. 

Q.  And  the  typewriting  on  the  telegraph  blank? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  now  hand  you  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Detroit  Free 
Press,  Washington  ,  D.  C.,  and  the  New  Willard  envelope,  being  the 
one  in  which  the  New  Willard  letter  was  inclosed;  you  have  seen 
them,  I  think? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  Can  you  say  whether  that  was  on  the  same  typewriter? — A.  In 
my  opinion  it  was  the  same  typewriter,  although  I  would  say  in  re- 
gard to  that  the  certainty,,  positive  character  of  conclusion  would 
not  be  so  forcible  as  in  connection  with  these  larger  documents,  be- 
cause we  have  comparatively  few  characters,  but  there  are  enough 
to  indicate  that  it  is  the  same  machine. 

Q.  Then  your  judgment  is  that  it  is  the  same  machine? — A.  The 
same  machine. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Carvalho,  have  you  studied 
those  envelopes? 

Mr.  Carvalho.  I  have,  sir. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Will  you  say  the  typewritten  addresses  on  these 
envelopes  were  or  were  not  written  on  the  same  typewriting  ma- 
chine as  the  New  Willard  letter  and  the  Postal  Telegraph  matter 
there  and  Exhibits  "  C  1,2,  3,  and  4?" 
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Mr.  Carvalho.  Unquestionably  were  written  on  the  same  type- 
writing machine. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  On  the  same  type  of  typewriting  machine? 

Mr.  Carvalho.  On  the  same  typewritmg  machine;  same  identical 
machine. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Mr.  Kinsley,  have  you  examined  those  envelopes 
in  connection  with  the  other  papers? 

Mr.  Kinsley.  I  have. 
.  Mr.  Olmsted.  Will  you  state  whether  or  not  they  were  in  your 
judgment  written  on  the  same  typewriting  machine  as  the  Postal 
telegram  communication  and  the  New  Wiflard  letter  and  Exhibits 
"C  1,2,  3,  and  4?" 

Mr.  Kinsley.  In  my  opinion  they  were. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  would  like  the  committee  to  ask  the  witness 
one  or  two  questions.  I  have  not  time  to  prepare  them.  I  will  state 
them  to  the  committee. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Thurston  would  like  to  submit  to  the  com- 
mittee some  questions  to  be  asked  by  you. 

Senator  Thurston.  The  witness,  I  think,  has  stated  some  abnormal 
characteristics  of  the  "v "  and  "  n "  in  these  different  writings 
Now,  on  line  1  of  this  document  I  find  one  "  v  "  in  conjunction  with 
some  "  n's."  In  the  next  to  the  last  line  I  find  two  "  v's  "  in  con- 
nection with  the  two  "  ns,"  and  there  is  another  "  v  "  in  here  some- 
wheres,  and  in  the  line  beginning  with  "  diving  type  "  there  is  also  a 
"  v."  I  would  like  to  have  the  committee  ask  the  witness  to  exam- 
ine these  and  see  whether  he  finds  the  abnormal  characteristics  in 
these  "  v's "  and  these  "  n's  "  that  he  has  testified  to  in  the  other 
papers. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ALBEBT  S.  OSBOBN— Resumed. 

The  Chairman.  Can  you  identify  those  in  anv  way  [handing  wit- 
ness document  numbered  No.  109].  I"  will  ask  you  to  examine  it 
and  state  whether  you  wish  to  examine  it  under  instruments. 

Senator  Thurston.  The  "  v's  "  and  "  n's  " — I  will  point  to  yon 
where  they  are.  Here  is  a  "  v  "  and  an  "  n,"  there  "  diving  type." 
There  is  also  a  "  v,"  down  here  are  two  "  v's  "  in  connection  with 
"  n's." 

A.  I  should  say  two  "  v's  "  in  the  next  to  the  last  line  on  the  paper 
handed  to  me  are  heavier  than  the  two  "n's  "  that  precede  it 

Senator  Thurston.  I  want  to  know  whether  you  found  any  of  the 
distinguishing  imperfections  in  the  "  v's  "  and  "  n's  "  that  you  have 
found  in  the  other  documents,  and  if  you  can  not  answer  that  at  once, 
I  would  be  very  glad  to  have  you  examine  that  typewriting  and  testify 
after  a  careful  examination. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Did  I  hear  that  you  wanted  the  letter  "v?" 

Senator  Thurston.  Yes. 

The  Witness.  Yes,  the  "  v  "  and  "  n." 

The  Chairman.  The  witness  who  testified  as  to  writing  most  of 
these  questions  and  as  to  the  machines  that  were  used  stated  while  on 
the  stand  that  he  was  not  certain  whether  the  originals  of  any  of 
these  carbon  sheets  were  preserved,  but  that  they  were  written  prob- 
ably in  the  neighborhood  of  some  five  or  six  weeks  ago.  He  was 
asked  to  make  search  and  see  if  he  had  any  of  them,  and  the  witness 
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has  very  kindly  presented  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee  two 
original  sheets  of  which  the  carbon  copies  have  been  in  evidence.  The 
one  original  sheet  which  we  will  mark  Exhibit  107  is  the  first  page  of 
questions  propounded  to  be  asked  of  Mr.  E.  W.  Creecy,  Mr.  F.  f\  B. 
Sands,  ana  Dr.  W.  E.  Kerr,  and  is  stated  by  him  to  have  been  written 
upon  the  L.  C.  Smith  typewriter.  The  otner  is  the  original  of  page 
4  of  the  series  of  questions  to  be  propounded  to  Mr.  Spear  and  will 
be  marked  Exhibit  108,  and  is  stated  to  be  a  sample  of  the  Smith 
Premier  work  when  they  were  originally  made. 

I  will  ask  this  witness  (Mr.  Osborn)  to  also  examine  these  two 
sheets  and  be  prepared  to  tell  us  on  Monday  morning  in  reference  to 
these  whether  there  is  any  reason,  to  doubt  the  witness's  statement 
whether  they  were  written  on  those  two  kinds  of  machines. 

Senator  Thubston.  Well,  I  only  spoke  about  the  "  v's  "  and  "n's." 
I  would  like  for  my  own  satisfaction  to  have  the  witness  carefully 
examine  and  be  prepared  to  state  his  opinion  as  to  whether -or  not 
this  sheet  was  written  on  the  same  identical  typewriter  with  the 
others  that  he  has  testified  about,  taking  all  the  writing  into  con- 
sideration. 
,The  Chairman.  We  will  be  glad  to  have  the  witness  do  so. 

The  Witness.  You  do  not  want  me  to  say  it  now  ? 

The  Chairman.  Take  the  time  that  is  sufficient  to  do  it. 

JOHN  M.  THUBSTON— Eecalled. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  I  show  you  letter  dated  March  19,  1908,  addressed  "  Mr.  Chair- 
man "  and  signed  "  George  L.  Lilley,"  and  ask  you  whether  or  not 
it  was  prepared  or  dictated  by  you? — A.  You  showed  me  this  letter 
a  moment  since  and  I  ran  it  over.  The  substance  of  that  letter  was 
undoubtedly  dictated  by  me.  All  the  dictations  I  made  have  been 
referred  to  in  the  testimony,  and  w,ere  dictated  by  me  to  Mr.  Neff. 
I  never  saw  any  of  them  after  they  were  run  on  the  typewriter,  and 
it  would  be  impossible  for  me  to  say  whether  or  not  any  changes 
had  not  been  made  in  my  dictation,  but  generally  speaking  they  were 
those,  my  dictation. 

Q.  And  this  is  substantially  your  dictation? — A.  Substantially 
my  dictation. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  11  o'clock 
on  Monday  morning. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  11  o'clock  a.  m.,  Mon- 
day morning,  April  20,  1908.) 
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Select  Committee  under  H.  Res.  288, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C,  April  20, 1908. 
The  committee  met  at  11.30  o'clock  a.  m. 
All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 
One  of  the  witnesses  who  was  subpoenaed  for  to-day  has  tele- 
phoned one  of  the  members  of  the  committee  that  for  special  rea- 
sons  he  would   like  to  be  heard   as   early  as   possible.     I   will   call 
Mr.  Flint. 

TESTIMONY  OF  CHARLES  R.  FLINT. 

Charles  R.  Flint,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows :  , 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  who  has  handed  up  this  docu- 
ment; you  will  describe  this,  please. 

Mr.  Snyder.  They  are  described  there  as  questions.  Mr.  Flint, 
the  witness,  requests  of  the  committee  during  the  course  of  the 
examination  to  allow  him  to  answer  certain  questions. 

The  Chairman.  Your  name,  please. 

Mr.  Snyder.  J.  Frank  Snyder. 

The  Chairman.  You  appear  as  counsel? 

Mr.  Snyder.  For  Mr.  Flint. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  What  is  your  name,  residence,  and  occupation? — A.  Charles  R. 
Flint;  residence,  4  East  Thirty-sixth  street,  New  York;  business, 
merchant,  and  interested  in  manufacture  and  railways. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  connection  with  the  manufacture  or 
sale  of  submarine  boats  for  use  for  naval  purposes? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
have  had  connection  with  the  negotiating  of  sales  of  submarine  boats. 

Q.  In  what  way  and  for  whom? — A.  I  have  sold  submarines  in 
Europe  to  governments  there. 

Q.  How  long  ago  did  that  connection  begin,  and  when  has  it  ter- 
minated, if  it  nas  terminated? — A.  It  began  early  in  1904  and  the 
relation  has  not  terminated. 

Q.  What  connection  have  fo\\  had,  if  any,  with  the  United  States 
business  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  None  whatever. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  attempted  to  sell  or  assist  in  the  sale  of  their 
boats  to  the" United  States?— A.  No. 

Q.  Your  business  has  been  confined  to  the  European  business  of 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  To  foreign  Tbusiness ;  I  have 
negotiated  sales  in  Latin  America  and  also  in  the  East,  in  China. 

Q.  Have  you  been  their  exclusive  foreign  agent? — A.  I  think  not, 
I  think  that  we  have  been  their  principal  agent,  and  the  only  sales 
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which  they  have  made  have  been  made  by  us;  and  I  think  they  have 
conducted  some  other  negotiations  through  other  parties  at  points 
where  we  did  not  have  special  facilities. 

Q.  With  what  officer  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  has 
your  business  relations  been  conducted? — A.  With  the  president, 
Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  Which  Mr.  Lake?— A.  With  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  and  with  the 
treasurer,  Mr.  Miller. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  officers  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company?— A.  I  nave  met  them. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  ? — A.  I  have  met  him,  but  I  hare 
never  transacted  any  business  with  him. 

Q.  Are  you  a  stockholder  pr  director  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company? — A.  No. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company  of  New 
Jersey,  wliich  manufactures  submarine  boats? — A.  I  have"  met  Mr. 
Rice,  but  I  have  never  met  any  other  officer  of  the  company,  except 
that  I  have  met  Mr.  Vickers,  of  London,  and  Mr.  Saharoff ,  of  Pans. 

Q.  Are  they  connected  with  the  company  ? — A.  I  understand  that 
they  control  the  company.  I  understand  that  the  company  is  con- 
trolled by  Vickers-Maxim,  of  London,  but  I  have  no  positive  knowl- 
edge. 

Q.  I  want  to  know  the  basis  of  your  understanding. — A.  It  has 
been  reported  by  my  agent,  itiy  associate,  Mr.  Berg,  in  Europe,  and 
I  have  heard  it  a  number  of  ways,  but  I  have  no  positive  knowledge. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  your  report  come  from  Mr.  Berg  ? — A.  In 
connection  with  European  negotiations.  He  informed  me  that  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  was  controlled  by  Vickers-Maxim. 

Q.  By  letter  or  verbal  report? — A.  Oral. 

Q.  Is  that  all  the  information  you  have  from  abroad  concerning 
this  matter?— A.  That  is  all. 

Q.  What  information  have  you  from  this  country  concerning  that 
matter? — A.  I  haven't  any  positive  information  except  that  I  under- 
stood from  Mr.  Rice  that  they  were  very  largely  interested.  I  think 
I  mentioned  to  him  that  I  understood  that  they  controlled  the 
Electric  Boat  Company,  but  he  did  not  deny  the  fact;  he  indicated 
to  me  that  he  fully  represented  them  and  tnat  whatever  he  recom- 
mended he  thought  would  be  adopted  by  Vickers-Maxim. 

Q.  Your  only  information,  then,  concerning  this  that  you  have 
obtained  in  this  country  comes  from  Mr.  Rice?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  are  positive  that  you  have  no  other  information? — A.  Xo; 
I  do  not  remember  any  other. 

Q.  Now,  when  did  Mr.  Rice  tell  you  this? — A.  When  I  called  on 
him  about  a  year  ago. 

Q.  What  was  the  occasion  of  your  call  upon  Mr.  Rice  a  year  ago?— 
A.  Mr.  Browne  had  initiated  the  idea  of  some  arrangement  oeing 
made  between  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  United  States 
Lake  Company,  and  the  idea  appealed  to  me  that  it  might  be  wise  par- 
ticularly owing  to  the  fact  that  there  was  much  patent  litigation  in 
Congress  and  I  was  desirous,  being  interested  in  the  foreign  business, 
that  some  arrangement  should  be  made  whereby,  the  submarines 
could  be  developed  without  the  limitations  existing  owing  to  the 
patents  owned   Dy  different  parties  or  patents  covering  different 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288.  1425 

points  or  owing  to  a  conflict  of  patents,  and  I  was  particularly  inter- 
ested in  the  matter,  owing  to  the  fact  that  I  wanted  the  best  sub- 
marine boat  to  be  developed  without  patent  restrictions,  that  it 
would  enable  me  to  compete  more  successfully  with  the  boats  built 
in  _  Europe.  I  also  understood  in  the  event  of  any  arrangement 
being  made  that  I  might  personally  profit  thereby. 

Q.  Who  is  the  Mr.  Browne  that  you  refer  torn  your  answer? — A. 
Mr.  Grant  Hugh  Browne.  He  "has  been  referred  to  as  Hugh  Grant 
Browne,  I  understand,  but  his  correct  name  is  Grant  Hugh  Browne. 

Q.  What  connection  has  he  with  either  one  of  these  companies  ? — A. 
None  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  he  come  to  confer  with  you  about  this  mat- 
ter?— A.  Mr.  Browne  is  a  promoter,  and  he  thought  he  saw  an  oppor- 
tunity to  make  a  profit,  and  a$  Mr.  Browne  had  acted  for  me  in  some 
business  in  Europe  and  as  he  explained  to  me  that  he  did  not  know 
anyone  connected  with  the  Lake  Company,  he  came  to  me  for  our 
good  offices,  feeling  that  I  might  assist  in  the  way  of  promotion  out  of 
which  he  could  make  a  good  profit. 

Q.  Did  he  inform  you  at  that  time  that  he  came  to  you  from  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  No. 

Q.  Where  did  you  first  meet  Mr.  Browne? — A.  I  employed  Mr. 
Browne  at  a  time  when  I  was  negotiating  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  foreign  war  vessels  at  the  time  that  we  were  prepar- 
ing for  war  with  Spain. 

Q.  Are  you  the  Mr.  Flint  who  made  the  purchases  of  the  vessels? — 
A.  I  conducted  the  negotiations  and  Mr.  Browne  acted  for  me  in  cer- 
tain matters  in  connection  with  those  negotiations. 

Q.  Now,  when  did  Mr.  Browne  come  to  you  concerning  this  sub- 
marine matter? — A.  He  came  to  me  about  a  year  ago. 

Q.  That  was  about  the  1st  of  May,  1907  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
the  date,  but  it  was  prior  to  the  Newport  trials. 

Q.  The  Newport  trials  began  the  1st  of  May,  1907? — A.  It  was  prior 
to  those  trials. 

Q.  Where  did  he  first  meet  you  with  reference  to  this  matter? — A. 
He  came  to  my  office. 

Q.  At  New  York?— A.  At  New  York. 

Q.  Where  is  that? — A.  25  Broad  street. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Browne  say  to  you  at  that  time  ? — A.  He  indicated 
to  me  that  he  thought  there  was  an  opportunity  to  make  arrangements 
that  would  be  profitable  and  said  that  he  would  like  to  take  it  up  as 
a  promoter,  and  I  told  him  that  I  was  well  acquainted  with  Mr.  Simon 
Lake,  and  that  I  would  be  glad  to  facilitate  the  transaction. 

Q.  Did  he  claim  to  represent  either  party  at  that  time? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  did  you  do?— A.  I  saw  Mr.  Lake  and  told  him  that  Mr. 
Browne  had  come  to  me  with  this  suggestion,  and  suggested  the  idea 
that  some  proposition  might  be  forthcoming  that  might  be  interesting 
to  him. 

Q.  What  did  you  tell  Mr.  Lake  at  that  time,  so  far  as  you  can 
recall? — A.  I  saia  that  I  told  him  that  Mr.  Browne  had  suggested 
these  negotiations,  and  that  it  seemed  to  me  that  no  harm  could  result 
from  his  considering  the  proposition  from  the  Electric  Boat  Company . 

Q.  Had  you  conferred  with  Mr.  Rice  prior  to  this  time? — A.  No. 

Q.  Which  Mr.  Lake  was  this?— A.  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  Where  was  this  conversation? — A.  In  New  York. 
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Q.  Did  you  seek  to  encourage  Mr.  Lake's  acceptance  of  some  prop- 
osition toward  this  consolidation? — A.  I  encouraged  the  idea  of 
negotiations, 

Q.  What  was  your  argument? — A.  My  argument  was  that  a  con- 
flict of  patents  wrould  be  avoided,  and  that  he,  as  an  inventor,  would 
be  able  to  work  out  the  best  submarine  and  be  unembarrassed  from 
patents,  which  were  possessed  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  You  are  confident  that  you  pointed  out  the  advantage  of  con- 
solidating the  patent  interests? — A.  I  am. 

Q.  Did  you  speak  to  him  concerning  any  advantages  in  selling 
his  boat  to  the  United  States  Government  ? — A.  No;  I  had  no  interest 
in  that. 

Q.  Did  you  call  to  his  attention  that  he  had  not  been  successful 
in  selling  boats  to  the  Government  of  the  Uiiited  States? — A.  That 
was  manifest,  and  I  may  have  referred  to  it.  I  don't  remember, 
but  it  would  be  quite  natural  to  have  done  so. 

Q.  You  have  had  rather  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  officers 
of  the  Navy  Department  who  buy  and  use  and  construct  boats, 
haven't  you — with  the  United  States  Navy? — A.  No;  I  have  not 
been  in  the  Department  since  I  talked  about  the  negotiations  I 
have  referred  to  prior  to  the  war  with  Spain. 

Q.  So  that  you  may  have  encouraged  Mr.  Lake's  desire  to  consent 
to  this  consolidation  by  referring  to  his  lack  of  success  in  dealing 
with  the  United  States? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  prices  or  terms  did  you  name  to  Mr.  Lake  at  that  time?— 
A.  I  don't  remember.  I  know  that  there  was  no  serious  basis;  it 
did  not  get  to  the  point  of  real  business;  it  only  reached  the  stage  of 
preliminary  talk. 

Q.  Did  not  you  name  any  terms  at  all? — A.  I  don't  remember 
that  I  did.  Possibly  the  terms  may  have  been  talked  of,  and  I 
would  have  remembered  if  it  had  got  to  the  point  where  there  was 
any  real  business,  but  it  was  in  a  nebulous  stage  of  general  talk — it 
was  in  the  promotion  stage. 

Q.  Don't  vou  recollect  naming  some  figure  to  Mr.  Lake  that  you 
thought  ougiit  to 'be  the  basis  of  any  consideration? — A.  No;  I  don't 
remember  it.  It  did  not  get  to  the  point  where  terms  were  being 
seriously  considered.  It  was  simply  in  the  early  promotion  stage 
and  never  reached  beyond  it. 

Q.  So  that  if  Mr.  Lake  has  a  recollection  that  terms  were  named, 
who  do  you  think  would  be  apt  to  be  mistaken  about  it? — A.  I  think 
he  would  be  more  likely  to  remember  it  than  I.  I  have  very  many 
different  interests,  and  I  am  not  in  the  way  of  remembering  con- 
versations so  far  removed  from  business  as  that  promotion  talk  was. 

Q.  When  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake  was  over,  did  you  ^o  to 
Mr.  Rice  about  it  ? — A.  I  don't  remember  whether  I  saw  Mr.  Rice  a 
second  time  or  not;  I  may  have. 

Q.  What  was  the  first  time  you  saw  him  about  this? — A.  As  I 
have  stated,  it  was  after  I  had  been  approached  by  Mr.  Browne,  and 
it  was  before  the  Newport  trials. 

O.  Did  you  report  to  Mr.  Browne  the  result  of  your  interview 
with  Mr.  Lake? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  What  was  your  report? — A.  I  told  him  that  I  had  presented  the 
matter  to  Mr.  Lake,  the  general  idea,  but  that  Mr.  Late  was — that 
it  did  not  look  to  me  as  though  business  wTas  likely  to  result. 
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Q.  Did  you  recommend  or  agree  that  Mr.  Browne  should  consult 
witn  Mr.  Rice  about  the  matter  %— A.  It  was  not  natural  or  necessary. 
Mr.  Browne  had  initiated  these  negotiations.  He  was  talking  with 
Mr.  Rice.  There  was  no  reason  for  any  restriction  or  suggestion  on 
my  part. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Browne  tell  you  concerning  any  conferences  he 
had  had  with  Mr.  Rice  at  that  time£ — A.  I  don't  remember,  but 
my  general  impression  is  that  after  Mr.  Browne  had  had  a  number 
of  conferences  he  felt  that  there  was  little  prospect  of  business. 

Q.  That  was  in  April,  1907? — A.  That  was  just  prior  or  some 
weeks  prior  to  the  Newport  trials. 

Q.  Do  vou  recollect  whether  you  had  any  interview  with  Mr.  Rice 
prior  to  the  Newport  trials  of  1907? — A.  Oh,  yes.  I  saw  Mr.  Rice  a 
number  of  times  in  1904,  and  I  asked  him  wnether  he  would  name 
a  price  at  which  he  would  dispose  of  submarines.  And  I  saw  him 
several  times  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  submarines — of  Mr.  Rice 
or  from  his  company. 

Q.  That  is,  you  were  desiring,  as  a  merchant,  to  purchase  subma- 
rines to  sell?— A.  'Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  not  attempting  to  negotiate  a  consolidation  at 
that  time? — A.  At  that  time,  no.  Then  I  met  Mr.  Rice  in  St.  Peters- 
burg; we  were  stopping  at  the  same  hotel,  and  I  had  some  conversa- 
tion with  him  there. 

Q.  Relative  to  consolidation? — A.  I  don't  remember.  Whatever 
the  conversation  was,  it  was  not  serious.  There  was  no  serious  nego- 
tiation. 

Q.  Do  you  recollet  whether  or  not  you  had  had  any  conversation 
witn.  him  here  concerning  consolidation  of  the  two  companies? — A. 
I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  When  was  that?— A.  1905  and  1906— but  I  think  1905. 

Q.  Did  anything  result  from  that  conversation? — A.  Nothing 
whatever. 

Q.  And  nothing  resulted  from  the  conversation  or  conference  with 
Mr.  Browne  in  April,  1907?— A.  Nothing  whatever. 

Q.  What  next  occurred  concerning  this  attempt  at  consolidation? — 
A.  Mr.  Browne  came  to  me  again  last  month. 

Q.  That  was  March,  1908?— A.  March,  1908. 

Q.  Where  did  he  meet  you? — A.  He  came  to  my  office. 

Q.  What  did  he  say? — A.  He  said  he  thought  that  there  might  be 
an  opportunity  of  bringing  about  some  trade,  and  wanted  to  know 
whether  I  would  again  facilitate  the  business,  owing  to  my  acquaint- 
ance with  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  Did  he  sav  he  had  any  basis  for  negotiation? — A.  No.  He  in- 
dicated again  that  as  a  promoter  he  would  like  to  open  up  negotia- 
tions. 

Q.  Do  vou  know  whether  or  not  any  negotiations  were  had  imme- 
diately after  the  Newport  trials?  You  know  when  the  Newport 
trials  closed? — A.  Yes;  I  remember  in  general. 

O.  Do  you  recall  any  negotiations  immediately  after  the  Newport 
trials? — A.  I  do  not  remember,  but  I  can  say  positively  that  there 
were  no  serious  negotiations.  There  may  have  been  some  talk,  but 
there  was  not  any  serious  negotiation. 

Q.  Then  what  occurred  in  March,  when  Mr.  Browne  came  to  you 
the  second  time,  as  you  recollect? — A.  I  told  Mr.  Browne  that  I 
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would  be  very  glad  to  see  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  and  I  was  in  the  way  of 
meeting  Mr.  Lake  frequently  from  the  fact  that  we  were  receiving 
cables  and  memoranda  from  Europe  which  it  was  necessary  that  I 
communicate  to  Mr.  Lake,  so  1  told  Mr.  Browne  that  I  was  in  the 
way  of  seeing  Mr.  Lake  frequently  and  that  I  would  be  very  glad  to 
bring  the  matter  to  Mr.  Lake's  attention. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Browne  inform  you  then  that  he  represented  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  or  Mr.  Kice  in  these  negotiations? — A.  No; 
he  led  me  to  understand  that  he  had  very  good  relations  with  Mr. 
Rice,  and  he  made  the  usual  advances  that  promoters  make  under 
those  circumstances. 

Q.  Did  he  state  that  he  had  any  authority  to  represent  Mr.  Rice  or 
anybody  else  in  connection  with  these  negotiations?— A.  No;  not  in 
specific  terms.  That  might  have  been  drawn  from  his  remarks,  but  I 
never  regarded  him  as  the  authorized  agent  of  Mr.  Rice  or  the  Elec- 
tric Boat  Company.  . 

Q  Did  you  seek  to  find  out  whether  he  represented  anything? — A. 
No.  The  negotiations  never  got  to  the  stage  where  I  regarded  them 
as  serious.,  It  was  simply  the  endeavors  of  a  promoter  to  make  a 
commission,  and  it  never  reached  the  real  business  stage. 

Q.  Did  you  reach  the  stage  of  fixing  the  terms  or  figures  concerning 
the  consolidation? — A.  No. 

Q.  At  this  conversation  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  approach  Mr.  Lake  as  a  result  of  this  conversation  with 
Mr.  Browne? — A.  Yes;  I  saw  Mr.  Lake,  and  I  told  him  that  Mr. 
Browne  had  seen  me;  that  apparently  from  what  Mr.  Browne  had  said 
there  was  a  disposition  on  tne  part  of  Mr.  Rice  to  make  some  propo- 
sition. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  Mr.  Lake,  and  when  ? — A.  I  was  in  the  way 
of  meeting  Mr.  Lake  frequently.  I  was  receiving  cables  from  Russia; 
they  were  very  desirous  that  Mr.  Lake  should  return  to  St.  Petersburg, 
ana  they  were  asking  for  information,  and  so  I  was  in  the  way  of  com- 
municating with  Mr.  Lake  very  frequently  in  regard  to  foreign  busi- 
ness, and  also  in  regard  to  business  at  other  points.  And  I  met  him,  I 
remember,  I  met  him  on  one  occasion  up  at  the  Engineer's  Club — on 
two  occasions. 

Q.  Did  you  confer  there  with  him  about  this  matter? — A.  Yes. 

*!.  What  did  you  inform  him  ? — A.  I  told  him  that  Mr.  Browne  had 
come  to  me  at  my  office  and  had  said  that  he  had  seen  Mr.  Rice  and 
that  there  was  a  desired  opportunity  to  do  business;  that  I  had  not 
any  special  knowledge,  but  that  Mr.  Browne  felt  that  some  business 
could  be  brought  about  that  would  be  mutually  advantageous. 

Q.  Did  you  inform  him  that  Mr.  Browne  represented  Mr.  Rice? — A. 
No ,  except  so  far  as  Mr.  Browne  might  represent  a  man  in  negotia- 
tions. But  I  certainly  did  not  inform  him  that  Mr.  Browne  was  Mr. 
Rice's  agent,  because  Mr.  Browne  was  in  the  position  of  a  promo- 
ter, looking  for  an  opportunity  to  capitalize  his  anility  as  a  negotiator. 

Q.  Did  you  meet  Mr.  Lake  at  this  time  in  the  way  of  an  appoint- 
ment, or  meet  him  casually,  or  meet  on  some  other  business,  and  you 
then  talked  about  this? — A.  I  met  on  other  business.  There  was 
probably  some  prearrangement  made.  I  think  there  was  some 
arrangement  made  with  him,  probably  bjr  phone. 

Q.  Made  where? — A.  Made  at  the  Engineers'  Club. 

Q.  To  meet  where? — A.  To  meet  at  the  Engineers'  Club. 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288.  1429 

Q.  To  discuss  this  business? — A.  I  don't  remember;  probably  it 
was  discussed  then,  and  other  business.  As  I  have  explained,  I  had 
many  communications  from  Europe  in  the  form  of  memorandums  or 
letters  or  cables,  so  that  at  this  time  I  was  in  the  way  of  presenting 
considerable  business  to  Mr.  Lake  in  connection  with  foreign  orders 
and  business. 

Q.  You  telephoned  him  from  where? — A.  From  my  office. 

Q.  Where  did  you  reach  him  bv  telephone? — A.  At  the  Engineers' 
Club,  I  think. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  over  that  telephone,  as  you  recollect? — 
A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Can  not  you  remember  any  part  of  the  conversation? — A.  No. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  out  of  the  ordinary  in  the  conversation 
that  you  had  with  him  over  the  telephone ¥— A.  I* don't  think  so; 
anything  more  than  making  an  appomtment.  I  do  not  remember 
anything  further. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  his  talk  at  that  time  with  you  over  the  tele- 
phone ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  recognized  his  voice? — A.  I  think  so.  I  have  not  a  clear 
memory  in  regard  to  it. 

Q.  Would  you  not  recall  if  you  had  had  at  that  time  an  extended 
conversation  over  the  telephone  over  other  matters? — A.  If  the 
matters  were  very  important,  I  might. 

Q.  No^b,  just  search  your  recollection  and  inform  the  committee 
as  far  as  you  can  the  subject  of  the  conversation  over  the  telephone 
at  that  time  in  making  the  appointment  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake. — A. 
I  do  not  remember  it. 

Q.  So,  if  Mr.  Lake's  recollection  differs  from  yours  as  to  what 
occurred  in  the  telephonic  communication,  might  you  or  he  be  mis- 
taken about  it? — A.  I  think  he  would  be  much  more  likely  to  remem- 
ber it  than  I. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  at  that  time  you  talked  with  him  about 
this  investigation? — A.  No,  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Might  you  not  have  talked  with  him  about  this  investigation 
over  the  telephone? — A.  It  would  be  very  unlikely,  for  the  reason 
that  I  had  no  interest  in  it  and  no  relation  to  it  whatsoever. 

Q.  So  that  to  the  best  of  your  recollection  no  such  telephone  con- 
versation occurred  at  that  time? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  met  him,  then,  at  the  Engineers'  Club,  pursuant  to  this 
agreement?— ^A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  was  your  meeting? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
just  the  time  of  day,  but  I  suppose  it  was  rather  early  in  the  afternoon. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  day? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  The  day  of  the  month  or  of  the  week? — A.  No. 

Q.  Now,  what  was  your  conversation  there  with  Mr.  Lake  concern- 
ing this  matter? — A.  1  told  Mr.  Lake  that  Mr.  Browne  had  called  on 
me  at  my  office  and  that  I  thought  he  had  seen  Mr.  Rice,  of  the  Elec- 
tric Company,  and  that  he  felt  that  some  arrangement  could  be  made 
that  would  be  mutually  advantageous,  and  I  probably  communi- 
cated to  Mr.  Lake  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  pursue  the  matter  to 
find  whether  there  was  any  real  business  in  it. 

Q.  Was  that  all  your  conversation  ?— A.  No.  Mr.  Berg  was  with 
me,  and  we  spent  a  long  time  going  over  communications  from  Europe 
and  in  talking  about  our  foreign  business. 
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Q.  Up  to  this  time  vou  had  no  meeting  with  Mr.  Rice?— A.  No, 
sir;  none  whatever,  and  have  not  seen  him  since. 

Q.  Now,  at  what  time  did  you  meet  Mr.  Rice? — A.  I  met  Mr.  Rice 
a  year  ago. 

Q.  Did  vou  not  meet  him  in  March  to  talk  over  this  matter?— A. 
No;  I  think  I  only  met  him  on  two  occasions  after  that  One  was  at  a 
supper  given  to  the  Russian*  ambassador,  and  I  met  him  casually  ob 
the  street  about  six  months  ago;  I  have  not  seen  him  since. 

Q.  So  you  did  not  talk  to  him  at  all  within  the  month  of  March  last 
concerning  this  consolidation? — A.  I  have  not  talked  with  him  in  the 
last  six  months  or  with  any  officer  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

O.  Now,  during  this  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake  at  the  Engineers' 
Club,  the  first  conversation  you  had  with  him  while  you  were  talking 
with  Mr.  Browne  over  the  telephone,  what  did  you  tell  Mr.  Lake  at 
that  time  concerning  this  investigation? — A.  I  do  not  remember  of 
talking  to  him  on  the  subject.  It  may  have  been  mentioned  inci- 
dentally, but  in  no  way  that  impressed  itself  on  my  mind.  I  had  no  j 
serious  talk  to  him  in  regard  to  the  investigation  because  it  was  I 
matter  in  which  I  had  no  interest  and  no  relation  to  it,  and  knew  and 
cared  very  little  about  it. 

Q.  So  you  do  not  recall  any  conversation  in  which  Mr.  Rice  stated; 
to  you  that  they  could  not  consider  the  matter  of  consolidation  be- 1 
cause  they  were  under  investigation,  during  the  month  of  Maick 
last? — A.  I  am  absolutely  positive,  from  the  fact  that  I  have  not  had! 
any  conversation  whatsoever,  face  to  face,  or  by  telephone,  or  any 
way  during  the  past  six  months  with  Mr.  Rice  or  with  any  officer  of 
the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  And  you  do  not  recall  having  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake 
at  the  time  you  were  talking  with  Mr.  Browne  over  the  telephone, 
which  you  have  just  described,  having  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake 
at  that  time  concerning  this  investigation? — A.  No;  although  the 
matter  of  the  investigation  very  likely  may  have  been  referred  to. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Who  referred  to  it? — A.  I  think  very  likely  Mr.  Lake  may  have 
referred  to  it,  but  it  was  matter  I  had  no  interest  in,  and  I  do  not 
remember  the  conversation. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  what  he  said  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  what  you  said  about  it? — A.  No.  . 

Q.  Was  it  of  enough  importance  so  that  it  would  impress  itself 
upon  you  as  a  part  of  this  negotiation  that  was  entitled  to  consider- 
ation?— A.  No;  I  never  reached  the  negotiation  in  a  stage  that  was 
serious.  Like  manv  negotiations,  it  was  simply  in  the  stage  of  a  pro- 
moter trying  to  make  a  commission. 

Q.  Do"  you  recall  that  part  of  that  conversation  with  Mr.  Browne 
that  Mr.  Kice  and  Mr.  Frost  were  there  in  the  room  and  were  veiT 
anxious  to  have  you  and  Mr.  Lake  do  something  to  help  step  this 
investigation? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  any  tiling  that  was  said  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake  at 
that  time*  that  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Frost  were  very  disturbed  about 
this  investigation,  and  that  thev  wanted  to  do  something  to  stop 
it?— A.  No. 

Q.  Now  what  did  Mr.  Simon  Lake  tell  you  at  that  time  concerning 
his  attitude  in  this  investigation? — A.  I  do  not  remember.  It  was* 
matter  that  I  was  not  interested  in,  and  the  reason  that  I  was  not 
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very  intensely  interested  in  the  subject  was  that  Mr.  Lake's  attitude 
was  such  that  I  made  up  my  mind  that  there  was  not  any  chance 
to  do  business. 

Q.  What  did  he  say? — A.  I  do  not  remember  what  he  said;  but 
iie  was  more  interested  in  matters  pertaining  to  foreign  business 
and  did  not  regard  this  suggestion  of  Mr.  Browne's  seriously,  and  I 
made  up  my  mind  that  I  could  not  make  any  progress  with  him. 

Q.  That  was  the  subject  of  that  conversation? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  was  the  next  conversation  you  had  with  anybody  con- 
cerning this  matter  of  consolidation? — A.  Mr.  Browne  came  to  my 
residence  and  said  that  he  felt  that  some  arrangement  could  be  made 
and  said  that  he  was  going  to  see  Mr.  Rice  and  that  he  thought  that 
it  was  a  good  opportunity  to  bring  about  some  business  and  I  think 
at  that  time  that  he  may  have  suggested  some  figures  and  some  plan. 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  one  further  question  concerning  your  conversa- 
tion with  Mr.  Lake  at  the  time  that  you  were  together  and  you 
talked  with  Mr.  Browne  over  the  telephone;  did  you  ask  Mr.  Lake 
at  that  time  if  there  was  any  objection  to  holding  the  matter  open 
so  that  it  might  be  subject  to  future  consideration  or  negotiation? — 
A.  I  think  that  I  indicated  to  Mr.  Lake  that  Mr.  Browne  was  to  see 
me  and  that  Mr.  Browne  had  indicated  that  he  wanted  to  see  me 
and  that  was  I  going  to  see  Mr.  Browne,  and  as  we  were  to  meet  Mr. 
Berg  later  on  European  business,  I  told  him  that  it  was  understood 
that  I  would  naturally  report  to  him  what  Mr.  Browne  had  to  say 
when  Mr.  Browne  called  on  me  at  my  residence. 

Q.  So  that  after  this  you  did  have  another  conversation  with 
Mr.  Browne? — A.  Yes;  at  my  house. 

Q.  Please  tell  us  what  occurred  at  that  time — what  did  Mr.  Browne 
say  to  you? — A.  Mr.  Browne  was  then  persistent  in  trying  to  bring 
atx>ut  some  arrangement  by  which  he  wrould  make  a  promotion  ana 
a  commission,  and  he  suggested  some  ideas  of  a  plan  of  capitaliza- 
tion. 

Q.  What  were  those  ideas? — A.  I  do  not  remember.  I  remember 
that  he  had  promotion  ideas  as  to  negotiations  and  I  told  Mr.  Browne 
at  that  time  that  I  had  found  Mr.  Lake  in  a  frame  of  mind  where  I 
felt  that  it  was  impossible  to  bring  Mr.  Lake  to  any  basis,  and  I  felt 
that  he  was  wasting  his  time. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Browne  indicate  to  you  that  the  figures  that  he  pre- 
sented were  authorized  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  by  Mr. 
Rice? — A.  No;  he  never  stated  to  me  at  any  time  that  he  repre- 
sented the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  figures  that  he  did  present  to  you  * — A.  No. 

Q.  What  was  said  by  Mr.  Browne  to  you  at  that  time  about  this 
investigation? — A.  I  don't  remember;  it  may  have  been  referred  to, 
but  in  general  terms. 

Q.  Well,  now,  in  what  way? — A.  No;  it  was  a  matter  that  I  had 
no  interest  in.  Here  was  a  negotiation;  it  had  not  reached  any 
progress.  I  had  talked  with  Mr.  Lake  and  he  had  shown  an  indis- 
position to  do  any  business,  and  naturally  I  received  Mr.  Browne  at 
my  residence,  treated  him  with  the  consideration  that  he  is  entitled 
to,  but  I  did  not  regard  the  matter  as  serious. 

Q.  If  you  had  discussed  this  investigation  and  its  bearing;  on  the 
negotiation  as  to  its  influence  in  determining  its  success  or  failure,  or 
as  to  its  influence  in  determining  the  price,  you  would  remember  the 
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figures  adopted  by  the  various  parties,  you  would  remember  it, 
would  you  not  ? — A.  Mr.  Browne  might  have  talked  on  the  subject 

Q.  Can  you  not  remember  anything  said  about  it  * — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  any  tiling  that  you  said  about  it? — A.  No;  but  Mr.  Brown* 
may  have  talked  on  the  subject,  but  it  was  natural  that  the  matter 
should  have  been  referred  to;  but  as  I  stated,  I  had  no  interest  in 
the  investigation — had  no  interest  in  the  United  States  business — and 
after  talking  with  Mr.  Lake  I  made  up  my  mind  that  there  was  not  a 
ghost  of  a  show  in  getting  Mr.  Lake  on  a  business  basis  wheYe  any- 
thing could  be  accomplished,  and  I  so  told  Mr.  Browne,  and  Mr. 
Browne  in  this  particular  transaction  had  everything  to  gain  ao£ 
nothing  to  lose  and  he  was  as  persistent  as  prompters  generally  are. 

Q.  Then  you  and  Mr.  Browne  in  your  negotiations  up  to  this  ti» 
had  not  discussed  this  investigation  or  any  part  of  this  investigate 
or  any  influence  that  it  might  exert  upon  these  negotiations?— JL 
There-  was  no  serious  discussion,  there  was  no  serious  business,  it 
never  reached  the  stage,  it  was  simply  a  talk  of  generalities,  and  ft 
was  nothing  that  would  fix  itself  on  the  mind  of  a  man  of  businea 
who  has  got  a  great  many  operations  to  look  after  and  attend  to. 

Q.  Now,  after  Mr.  Browne  called  on  you  at  your  house,  when  did 
you  next  interview  Mr.  Simon  Lake  about  this  matter? — A.  I  do  not 
remember  when  I  saw  him  again,  but  I  do  remember  that  there  wrt 
a  meeting  at  the  Engineers'  Club.  I  remember  lunching  at  tl* 
Engineers?  Club  on  Friday,  the  20th.  I  remember  it  because  I  h«A 
to  leave  early  to  attend  a  dinner  in  Philadelphia,  and  Mr.  Berg  wis 
there  and  that  was  on  Fridav,  the  20th.  ! 

Q.  Friday,  the  20th  of  March?— A.  Of  March. 

Q.  Now  you  say  Mr.  Simon  Lake  was  there  at  the  time  ? — A.  Y«J 
we  lunched  together. 

Q.  And  that  time  after  this  conversation  with  Mr.  Browne  at  roof 
house  that  you  have  just  referred  to? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now  what  did  you  tell  Mr.  Simon  Lake  at  that  time  concerning 
the  talk  which  vou  had  with  Mr.  Browne,  and  the  negotiations  apj 
to  this  point  ? — A.  I  told  Mr.  Lake  that  Mr.  Browne  had  called  on  m* 
at  my  house,  but  I  told  him  I  did  not  believe  that  there  was  any, 
serious  business  and  that  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  talk  abort 
it  and  we  immediately  took  up  our  foreign  business  which  is  veif 
extensive  and  very  important.  \ 

Q.  Did  you  not  confer  with  Mr.  Lake  or  submit  to  Mr.  Lake  tt 
that  time  some  figures  as  a  basis  of  negotiation  I — A.  Not  that  I 
remember. 

Q.  Or  the  proposition  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  wouH 
give  $1,000,000  of  preferred  stock  and  $2,000,000  in  common  stock 
if  the  Lake  Company,  would  turn  the  United  States  right  over  to  the 
Electric  Company? — A.  I  am  positive  that  I  did  not  submit  at  any 
time  any  proposition.  There  was  no  serious  proposition,  them 
was  no  basis,  I  had  no  proposition  before  me  that  I  could  present 
seriouslv. 

Q.  This  is  a  matter  of  considerable  importance,  and  if  you  had 
presented  a  proposition  in  that  concrete  form,  you  would  hat* 
remembered  it. — A.  It  was  not  of  importance  to  me.  I  was  not  in 
any  way  interested  in  the  United  States  company  and  the  only  con- 
dition under  which  I  might  have  been  interested  would  have  been 
in  the  event  of  the  successful  termination  or  successful  negotiation.  1 
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found  that  there  was  not  the  slightest  chance.  I  did  not  think  there 
was  the  slightest  chance  of  business,  and  therefore  it  was  not  of  interest 
to  me.  It  might  have  been  of  interest  to  other  people,  but  it  was  not 
to  me. 

Q.  Now,  this  basis  for  negotiation,  if  you  had  any,  must  have  come 
from  Mr.  Browne  to  you  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  if  it  came  from  Mr.  Browne  it  would  have  come  to  you  at 
the  time  of  his  coming  to  your  house? — A.  It  certainly  would  have 
been  referred  to  at  that  time. 

Q.  Do  you  not  recall  that  he  did  give  you  some  basis  of  negotia 
tion  such" as  I  have  outlined  to  you? — A.  I  remember  Mr.  Browne 
talking  figures,  talked  about  the  figures,  but  it  was  in  a  nebulous 
stage,  where  I  did  not  give  serious  thought  to  it^rom  the  fact  that  I 
had  no  interest  and  I  did  not  think  there  was  one  chance  in  a  million 
that  I  ever  would  have  in  that  connection. 

Q.  So  that  you  do  not  recall  that  Mr.  Browne  made  any  such  state- 
ment to  you  as  a  basis? — A.  He  may  have  suggested  some  basis,  but 
I  never  regarded  his  talk  seriously,  because  I  never  understood  that 
he  -was  in  a  position  to  make  any  proposition. 

Q.  Did  you  submit  then  any  proposition  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake  such 
as  I  have  outlined  to  you,  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  would 
give  $1,000,000  in  preferred  stock  and  $2,000,000  in  common  stock 
if  the  Lake  Company  would  turn  over  their  United  States  rights  ? — 
A.  I  certainly  did  not  submit  the  proposition. 

Q.  To  Mr.  Lake? — A.  No.  Not  to  anyone.  I  never  was  in  a 
position  to  submit  a  proposition. 

Q.  Did  you  submit  a  proposition  such  as  I  have  outlined,  that  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  wrould  give  $1,000,000  in  preferred  stock  and 
$2,000,000  in  common  stock  if  the  Lake  Company  would  turn  over 
their  United  States  patent  rights  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  and 
use  whatever  influence  the  Lake  Company  might  have  to  stop  this 
investigation? — A.  My  previous  answer  covers  that.  I  did  not  sub- 
mit any  proposition;  I  never  had  any  serious  proposition  presented 
to  me. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  to  any  extent  with  the  public  men  in 
Washington  in  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  ? — A.  I  am 
acquainted,  yes. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  Senators  from  Connecticut? — 
A.  No. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  met  Senator  Bulkeley? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  at  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Browne  or  with 
Mr.  Lake  mentioning  the  name  of  Senator  Bulkeley  in  connection 
with  this  investigation? — A.  No. 

Q.  If  you  had  made  any  such  reference,  you  would  remember  it, 
would  you  not? — A.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  would,  no;  I  do  not 
know  whether  I  would  have  remembered  it.  But  I  am  satisfied  that 
I  never  heard  his  name. 

Q.  If  the  name  had  been  mentioned  to  you  as  a  part  of  these  nego- 
tiations and  as  a  part  of  this  negotiation  to  be  used  toward  stopping 
this  investigation? — A.  Of  course  I  would  have  remembered  it. 

Q.  And  no  such  recollection  comes  to  you? — A.  No;  I  am  certain 
that  the  Senator's  name  was  never  mentioned  in  any  such  connection. 

Q.  Was  this  the  last  conversation  you  had  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake 
in  reference  to  this  consolidation? — A.  It  is  the  last  that  I  remember. 
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Q.  And  that  was  the  20th  day  of  March  last?— A.  Yea. 

Q.  As  a  part  of  that  conversation,  did  you  try  to  persuade  Mr 
Lake  to  meet  Mr.  Browne  or  Mr.  Rice  or  Mr.  Frost  ? — A.  No ;  I  nevei 
endeavored  to  have  him  meet  them. 

Q.  You  did  not  seek  to  make  any  appointment  or  arrangement 
that  he  should  meet  him? — A.  No. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  last,  to  your  recollection,  of  these  so-callec 
negotiations? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  met  Mr.  Browne  since  then? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  over  this  matter  since  that  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  When  did  you  meet  him  after  this  last  conversation  or  meeting 
with  Mr.  Lake  on  the  20th  of  March? — A.  Mr.  Browne  called  at  mj 
office  and  I  think  in  reference  to  another  matter.  I  do  not  remembe 
having  any  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  the  matter  at  tha 
time  except  it  may  have  been  incidentally  referred  to  as  being  i 
matter  without  possibility  of  business.  I  came  to  Washington  01 
Friday  afternoon 

Q.  This  last  Friday? — A.  This  last  Friday,  yes — or  Saturday 
afternoon.  I  saw  Mr.  Browne  this  morning.  He  came  to  my  hotel 
the  Arlington,  and  I  met  him  at  the  hotel,  and  this  matter  was  referre< 
to. 

Q.  Well,  now,  what  was  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Browne 
what  did  he  say  to  you  and  what  did  you  say  to  him  concerning  t  his!— 
A.  Nothing  of  any  special  moment.  We  spoke  about  going  befon 
the  committee  and  that  he  had  been  subpoenaed,  but  there  was  n< 
further  conversation. 

Q.  Did  you  compare  your  recollections  about  these  things? — A 
No.  Incidentally,  perhaps;  I  mean  there  was  no  serious  talk  ii 
regard  to  it. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  over  your  recollections  concerning  these  nego 
tiations? — A.  Incidentally,  yes. 

Q.  Did  you  remember  at  this  time  this  morning  and  before  thii 
the  subject  of  terms  that  were  submitted  by  him  to  you? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  refer  to  that? — A.  I  think  that  he  may  have  spokei 
of  them,  but  it  was  a  matter  of  no  interest  to  me. 

Q.  Did  he  use  the  figures  that  I  have  given  you? — A.  No;  not  thai 
I  remember. 

Q.  Did  he  talk  over  with  you  the  subject  of  using  influence  tc 
stop  this  investigation  by  you  or  him  or  anybody  else? — A.  H< 
referred  to  it  in  a  general  way. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  he  say  4 — A.  I  do  not  remember  particularly 
what  he  said,  hut  the  idea  was  that  it  was  an  absurd  idea. 

Q.  What  was  it?  Tell  us  as  near  as  you  can  what  he  said. — A.  1 
do  not  remember  the  general  talk,  but  he  spoke  of  the  subject  of  the 
investigation. 

Q.  Can  not  you  recall  what  he  said? — A.  No,  not  specifically. 

Q.  What  was  the  substance  of  what  he  said,  as  near  as  you  can 
get  at  it? — A.  Well,  in  general,  he  said  that  that  was  an  absurd  idea 
that  had  been  suggested,  but  I  do  not  remember  anything  spe- 
cifically. 

Q.  That  is  to  sav.  that  the  substance  of  this  conversation  was  an 
absurd  idea? — A.  That  is,  the  fact  of  the  negotiation  being  entered 
into  whereby  this  investigation  was  to  be  affected  by  these  negotia- 
tions. 
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Q.  That  was  an  absurd  idea? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  agree  with  that  proposition? — A.  Certainly. 

Q.  You  both  thought,  then,  th&t  it  was  an  absurd  idea  that  this 
investigation  could  be  affected  in  any  way  or  have  cut  any  figure  at 
all  in  connection  with  these  negotiations? — A.  Substantially. 

Q.  Whom  else  have  you  talked  with  here  since  you  have  been  in 
Washington  concerning  these  negotiations  or  this  investigation? — 
A.  I  talked  with  my  counsel,  my  lawyer. 

Q.  Who  was  he  ? — A.  Mr.  Snyder. 

Q.  The  gentleman  who  handed  up  these  questions  to  be  propounded 
to  you? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  that  is  all,  as  far  as  you  can  remember,  that  vou  talked 
with?— A.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Snyder.  We  will  withdraw  those  questions  by  your  permis- 
sion. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  in  order  to  make  the  situation  perfectly 
clear  we  will  have  these  questions  read  and  answered  by  the  witness, 
even  if  it  is  a  little  repetition. 

Mr.  Snyder.  There  are  no  objections. 

Q.  These  are  the  questions  which  Mr.  Snyder  propounded  and  sub- 
sequently withdrew,  but  I  am  directed  bv  the  chairman  to  propound 
them  to  you:  The  witness,  Charles  R.  Flint,  desiring  that  his  rela- 
tions to  "the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  \)e  properly  understood,  requests  the  committee  to  permit 
him,  during  the  course  of  his  examination,  to  answer  the  following 
questions : 

"1.  Have  you  individually,  Flint  &  Co.,  or  any  other  member  of 
that  firm,  any  interest  or  connection  with  the  iJlectric  Boat  Com- 
pany ?"— A.  No. 

2.  "Do  you  individually,  Flint  &  Co.,  or  any  other  member  of 
that  firm,  directly  or  indirectly,  represent  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany?"—A.  No. 

3.  "Have  you  individually,  Flint  &  Co.,  or  any  other  member  of 
that  firm,  ever  had  any  interest  in  or  connection  with  the  United 
States  business  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ?" — A.  No. 

4.  "Mr.  Simon  Lake  testified  (p.  1086)  as  follows:  'I  received  a 
call  on  the  telephone;  I  answered  it,  and  recognized  Mr.  Charles  R. 
Flint's  voice.  He  stated,  in  substance,  that  certain  parties  whose 
names  he  did  not  mention,  but  who,  he  said,  were  at  that  time  under 
investigation,  had  sent  to  him  and  stated  that  they  wanted  peace, 
and  plenty  of  it;  that  they  thought  that  the  Lake  people  were  re- 
sponsible for  the  investigation  and  that  t he y  wanted  to  know  where 
I  could  be  seen;7  and  again  (p.  1103)  'He  (l?lint)  told  me,  or  he  said 
"They  want  peace,  and  plenty  of  it."'  Had  you  at  that  time  or  at 
any  other  time  had  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Isaac  L.  Rice,  Mr. 
Frost,  or  any  other  person  connected  with  or  who  represented  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  in  relation  to  this  investigation?" — A.  No. 

5.  "Did  you,  in  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake,  use  the  expres- 
sion, '  They  want  peace  and  plenty  of  it  ? '  If  you  did,  will  you  explain 
how  you  came  to  do  so?" — A.  What  I  have  testified  covers  that. 

Q.  You  do  not  recall  anything  further? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any- 
thing further. 

6.  "Mr.  Simon  Lake  testified  (p.  1086)  that  according  to  his  recol- 
lection the  proposition  which  you  submitted  to   him  at   the  En- 
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gineers'  Club  was  that,  The  Electric  Boat  Company  would  give; 
11,000,000  in  preferred  stock  and  $2,000,000  in  common  stock  if  I 
would  turn  our  United  States  rights  over  to  them,  and  use  whatever 
influence  we  might  have  to  stop  the  investigation/  Did  you  make 
this  proposition  to  Mr.  Lake?" — A.  I  have  already  covered  that  in 
previous  testimony. 

Q.  You  have  nothing  further  to  add  to  that? — A.  No. 

Q.  Just  make  the  categorical  answer:  the  committee  wishes  to 
have  it. — A.  No. 

7.  "Had  you  authority  from  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  submit 
such  a  proposition  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany, or  to  anyone  else^" — A.  No. 

8."  "Have  you  in  any  manner  done  anything  to  hinder,  delay,  or 
stop  this  investigation?*' — A.  No. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  do  you  wish  to  ask  the  witness  any 
questions  ? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Flint,  referring  to  this  question,  "Did  you,  in  your  conver- 
sation with  Mr.  Lake,  use  the  expression  They  want  peace  and 
plenty  of  it.'  "  You  said  what  you  have  previously  stated  covered 
that.  I  do  not  remember  that  you  said  anything  about  " peace  and 
plenty  of  it." — A.  No;  I  obtained  that  from  Mr.  Lake's  testimony. 

Q.  But  you  have  not  answered  yet  whether  or  not  you  used  that 
expression. — A.  I  have  already  covered  that. 

Q.  Will  you  kindly  answer  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember  the  use  of  that 
expression.  Of  course  that  wrould  be  quite  a  natural  expression  for 
a  promoter  to  use.  I  suppose  that  must  have  been  given  by  Mr. 
Browne. 

Q.  I  will  read  the  question  again,  suggested  by  your  counsel:  "Did 
you,  in  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake,  use  the  expression  "Ther 
want  peace  and  plenty  of  it?'  " — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  say  you  do  not  remember  whether  you  did  or  not?— A. 

I  do  not  remember  whether  I  did  or  not.  I  saw  the  expression  in 
Mr.  Lake's  testimony.     I  do  not  remember  using  the  expression. 

Q.  If  you  did  use  it,  then  what  you  have  already  testified  to  about 
the  conversation  would  be  hardly  in  accord  with  the  facts.  I  would 
like  you  to  state  whether  you  did  or  did  not  use  the  expression 

II  peace  and  plenty  of  it." — A.  I  do  not  remember  using  it,  but  I  do 
not  see — if  the  expression  was  used  I  do  not  see  that  it  in  any  war 
influences  or  affects  the  statements  I  have  made. 

Q.  If  you  did  use  it,  then  your  testimony  here  to  the  effect  that 
the  investigation  was  not  discussed  over  the  telephone  would  not  be 
true? — A.  The  use  of  that  expression,  "They  want  peace  and  lots  of 
it,"  does  not  mean  that  there  was  a  discussion  in  regard  to  the  inves- 
tigation. That  might  have  referred  to  many  different  things.  Cer- 
tainly I  do  not  remember  anything  over  the  telephone  about  the 
investigation.  They  might  have  wanted  peace  in  libel  suits,  or  pat- 
ents, or  peace  in  competition  in  Europe,  and  they  might  have  wanted 
peace  in  many  different  directions. 

Q.  They  might,  but  what  did  they  say  to  you  they  wanted  peace 
for? — A.  They  did  not  say. 

Q.  Then  what  did  you  say  they  wanted  peace  in? — A.  They  did 
not  say.     They  might  have  spelled  it  "p-i-e-c-e." 
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Q.  They  wanted  a  piece? — A.  Yes;  and  lots  of  it. 

Q.  What  would  that  refer  to? — A.  That  probably  would  refer 
to  the  profits  and  stock. 

Q.  Whose  stock  or  whose  profits  would  it  refer  to? — A.  I  don't 
know;  that  is  only  a  supposition. 

Q.  Now,  I  wish  you  would  state  whether  you  did  or  did  not  use 
that  expression. — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Don't  you  think  you  would  be  likely  to  remember  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  have  stated  nere  that  the  investigation  was  not  discussed. — 
A.  I  have  stated  that  it  was  only  referred  to  in  a  very  general  way. 
I  had  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  about  your  interest  in  it.  We  want  to 
know  what  you  said  about  it. — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  This  is  only  about  a  couple  of  weeks  ago? — A.  Yes;  but  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  serious  business  to  attend  to,  and  I  am  not  giving — 
and  I  don't  remember  about  business  in  which  I  have  not  any  inter- 
est and  where  I  do  not  regard  there  was  any  possibility  of  business 
for  me. 

Q.  A  man  would  not  be  very  successful  in  business  if  he  could  not 
remember  two  weeks. — A.  A  man,  in  my  judgment,  if  successful  in 
his  business,  his  success  depends  upon  hisability  to  know  and  remem- 
ber business  that  is  important  and  not  burden  his  mind  with  busi- 
ness in  which  he  has  no  interest. 

Q.  Then  can  a  man  regulate  his  memory  so  as  to  remember  certain 
things  and  forget  other  things? — A.  He  can  regulate  the  concentra- 
tion of  his  mind  on  serious  business,  and  he  can  give  no  serious 
thought  to  business  in  which  he  is  not  interested  and  there  is  no 
possibility  of  business. 

Q.  Did.  you  at  any  time  tell  anybody  that  certain  parties  had  said 
that  they  were  under  investigation  ancl  that  they  wanted  peace  and 
plenty  of  it  ?— A.  No.     I  don't  remember  making  any  such  statement. 

Q.  Mr.  Flint,  when  did  you  first  learn  that  this  investigation  would 
be  started,  or  some  investigation? — A.  I  first  learned  of  it  by  reading 
in  the  newspapers  about  it. 

(J.  What  did  you  learn  about  it  in  that  way? — A.  I  remember 
seeing  a  reference  to  it  in  a  newspaper.  I  don't  remember  what 
reference,  but  I  had  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  I  understand  that A.  But  I  was  referred  to  it  in  a  news- 
paper. 

Q.  You  are  interested  in  submarine  torpedo  boat  business? — A.  I 
am. 

Q.  Then  anything  relating  to  them  would  be  of  some  interest  for  you, 
wouldn't  it? — A.  Yes;  but  all  the  newspaper  articles  that  come  into 
my  office — I  have  an  arrangement  with  Reinecke  or  the  News  Clip- 

?ing  Bureau  to  send  to  my  office  all  clippings  in  regard  to  submarines, 
do  not  read  one-tenth  of  1  per  cent  of  tne  clippings  that  come  in, 
but  this  matter  attracted  my  attention  in  the  daily  papers. 


Q.  Did  it  interest  you  then?— A.  Oh,  yes. 


I  thought  you  had  no  interest?— A.  When  I  used  the  word 
"interest"  in  that  way,  I  simply  had  the  casual  interest  of  a  news- 
paper reader. 

Q.  You  bad  the  interest  of  a  man  that  was  interested  in  the  sell- 
ing of  submarine  boats? — A.  It  had  a  very  remote  relation  to  the 
submarine  boat  business. 
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Q.  I  do  not  mean  that  you  had  any  financial  interest  in  it,  except 
that  you  are  in  the  submarine  line,  and  anything  affecting  it,  even 
though  it  did  not  affect  you  or  your  boats,  or  the  other  company, 
would  attract  your  attention. — A.  I  am  interested  in  thirty  other 
lines  more  than  I  am  interested  in  the  submarine  boat  business  - 
Therefore  this  matter  was  so  remote  from  my  interests  that 

Q.  Suppose   the   investigation   developed   that   submarines  were  ] 
utterly  useless  to  any  navy;  would  that  interest  vou? — A.  No;  not  ! 
if  you  came  to  that  conclusion,  because  I  would  have  the  expert 
opinion  of  officers  in  the  different  navies  of  the  world,  and  I  get  mj 
information  on  the  technical  side  from  marine  experts. 

Q.  At  all  events,  you  did  see  something  about  it  in  the  newspaper!— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  wrhen  that  was? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  what  paper? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Who  was  present  with  whom  you  had  any  conversation  on  the 
subject? — A.  I  do  not  remember  who  it  was. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  had  any  conversation  with  anybody  on  the 
subject? — A.  I  suppose  so.  It  probably  was  referred  to  by  Mr. 
Berg  and  myself  or  somebody. 

Q.  Who  was  the  last  person  with  whom  you  had  any  conversation 
about  it? — A.  I  think  I  might  have  talked  with  Mr.  Snyder  about  it 

Q.  Who  else? — A.  I  have  already  testified  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Browne 
about  it. 

O.  Who  else  ?  —A.  I  never  have  had  any  material  conversation 
with  anyone.  I  have  never  had  any  serious  conversation  with 
anyone  in  regard  to  it. 

Q.  And  you  have  not  talked  with  any  officer  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q/  Have  vou  talked  with  any  officer  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company 
(Limited)  about  it? — A.  I  have  not  seen  any  officer  of  the  Lab 
Torpedo  Boat  Company  for  some  time,  until  I  met  Mr.  Lake  here, 
and  he  introduced  me  to  his  lawyer,  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  Which  Mr.  Lake  was  that?— A.  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  The  president  of  the  company?— A.  The  president  of  the 
company. 

Q.  Wnen  did  vou  meet  him  here  ? — A.  I  met  him  here  about  five 
minutes  before  the  hour  appointed  for  this  meeting. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him  ? — A.  In  this  room. 

Q.  Did  you  ancl  Mr.  Snyder  come  to  Washington  together? — A.  No. 

Q.  When  did  you  get  here? — A.  I  got  here  Saturday  evening;  I 
came  on  the  Congressional  Express. 

Q.  You  got  here  about  8  or  9  o'clock  Saturday  evening? — A. 
About  9  o'clock  I  got  to  the  Arlington  Hotel. 

Q.  You  had  no  conversation  with  anybody  about  it  on  Sunday?— 
A.  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Snyder  about  it;  to  no  one  else. 

Q.  No  one  else  at  all  on  Sunday? — A.  No;  except  I  met  Senator 
Aldrich,  and  I  met  the  diplomatic  corps,  and  I  simply  said  I  was  going 
before  this  committee  as  bearing  on  my  engagements  to-day. 

Q.  You  met  Senator  who? — A.  Senator  Aldrich. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  something  about  some  embassy? — A.  Some 
of  the  diplomatic  corps,  and  I  mentioned  incidentally  that  I  was  going 
before  this  committee  as  bearing  on  my  engagements  for  to-day. 
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Q.  Which  members  of  the  diplomatic  corps  did  you  meet? — A.  I 
met  the  minister — I  saw  the  minister  of  Colombia,  and  met  the  min- 
ister of  Peru  and  talked  with  members  of  the  Russian  embassy. 

Q.  What  members? — A.  One  of  the  attaches,  I  don't  remember — I 
made  an  appointment  for  to-day  at  12. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  his  name? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  will  have  a  little  difficulty  in  filling  it,  won't  you? — A.  I 
have  an  appointment  to  meet  one  of  the  members  whose  name  I  do 
not  remember.     It  was  over  the  telephone. 

Q.  You  met  him  over  the  telephone? — A.  I  made  the  appointment 
over  the  telephone.     But  I  do  not  remember  the  name  or  the  gentle 
man  who  spoke  to  me  over  the  telephone.  -4 

Q.  Those  are  the  only  persons  you  have  mentioned  the  matter  to 
in  Washington? — A.  No;  I  have  met  Messrs.  Hopkins  &  Hopkins, 
with  whom  I  have  had  relations  for  many  years. 


Q.  Are  they  attorneys? — A.  Yes. 


What  did  they  say  about  this  investigation? — A.  They  did  not 
say  anything  specially  about  it. 

Q.  What  did  they  say  generally  about  it? — A.  I  told  them  I  was 
going  before  this  committee,  explaining  why  I  was  here.  But  they 
Had  no  knowledge  about  it.     I  had  no  talk  with  them. 

?.  How  do  you  know  they  had  no  knowledge? — A.  I  mean  as  far 
know. 

Q.  For  whom  are  they  attorneys? — A.  They  are  attorneys  for 
many  corporations  in  New  York  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Any  submarine  corporations?— A.  None  that  I  know  of.  But 
they  have  represented  me  in  corporations  I  have  been  interested  in 
for  many  years. 

Q.  Have  they  ever  represented  the  Electric  Boat  Company  in  any 
way  that  you  know  of? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge,  ana  I  am  satis- 
fied that  if  they  had  I  would  have  known  it. 

Q.  Or  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  No;  not  to  my 
knowledge. 

Q.  You  were  about  to  mention  some  other  person? — A.  General 
Miles. 

Q.  The  General  did  not  know  much  about  submarines  or  interest 
himself  about  them? — A.  He  did  not  tell  me  anything  about  the 
subject.  I  met  the  Chinese  minister.  I  was  talking  to  him  about 
submarines 

Q.  He  is  pretty  well  posted  on  these  matters.  Did  you  talk  to 
him  about  this  investigation? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  Senator  Aldrich  about  it? — A.  I  only 
mentioned  the  fact  that  I  was  coming  here  as  one  of  the  reasons 
why  I  was  here  in  Washington. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  it? — A.  He  never  made  any  comment. 
We  were  talking  on  other  matters. 

Q.  Who  else  nave  you  mentioned  it  to? — A.  I  think  I  have  gone 
through  the  list. 

Q.  You  did  not  meet  Mr.  Simon  Lake  until  this  morning? — A. 
No. 

Q.  Or  Senator  Thurston? — A.  I  never  met  Senator  Thurston  until 
he  was  introduced  to  me  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake  in  this  room.  I  never 
have  met  him  before  to  my  knowledge. 
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Q.  When  had  you  previously  met  any  officer  of  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company  %— A.  I  think  that  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  called  at  my  office 
perhaps  a  week  ago. 

Q.  The  vice-president  of  the  company? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  he  is  vice-president  of  this  com- 
pany?— A.  No;  I  never  have  had  any — my  business  has  been  with 
Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  Had  you  never  previously  met  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake? — A.  I  had  met 
him,  but  my  business,  being  in  the  foreign  business,  has  been  with 
Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

Q.  How  did  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  happen  to  call  upon  you? — A.  I  do 
not  know.  He  came  into  the  office,  and  he  asked  if  there  was  any- 
thing of  interest i 

Q.  By  appointment  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  arrangement  was  made  by  him  with  you  at  all  previously?— 
A.  No. 

Q.  About  his  call^-A.  No.  J 

Q.  By  telegraph?— A.  No. 

Q.  By  telephone? — A.  No. 

Q.  By  letter? — A.  Well,  he  might  have  telephoned  the  office. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  the  investigation  ? — A.  Nothing  of  any 
special  interest. 

Q.  He  had  no  interest  in  it  there  ? — A.  He  may  have.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  he  is  interested  in  the  United  States  business.  He  inquired 
in  a  general  way  about  the  foreign  business,  but  he  was  not  m  the 
office  over  five  minutes. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  the  investigation? — A.  I  do  not  remem- 
ber. 

Q.  That  was  only  a  week  ago? — A.  I  know;  but  it  was  a  matter  I 
had  no  interest  in.  I  was  very  busy  at  the  time.  There  were  many 
people  in  the  office.  I  was  busy  with  other  things,  and  I  had  no 
interest  in  this  except  incidentally,  as  I  have  stated. 

Q.  There  were  not  many  people  in  the  office  when  you  were  talking 
with  Mr.  Lake  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  same  room  %— A.  Yes,  sir. 

(j.  Who  were  present? — A.  I  don't  remember;  but  my  office  is 
quite  a  large  office,  and  these  people  were  there.  When  I  am  in  my 
office  I  am  very  busy  in  the  dispatch  of  business. 

Q.  If  you  do  not  remember  anybody  that  was  there,  how  do  you 
remember  there  were  a  great  many  there? — A.  I  remember  in  general 
that  there  were  different  people  in  the  office.  I  was  transacting— 
I  was  called  up  on  the  telephone 

Q.  WTho  called  you  on  the  telephone  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  From  what  city  or  town  ? — A.  I  can  not  sav  that.  There  were 
no  out-of-town  calls.     There  were  city  calls,  and  I  was  generally  busy. 

Q.  Have  you  no  private  room  or  private  office? — A.  Oh,  yes;  I 
have  offices  where  I  can  retire  in  case  of  need,  but  in  general  I  have  an 
office  where  people  come  in,  and  if  I  need  a  private  room  I  have  one 
where  I  can  retire. 

Q.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  the  vice-president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  had  telephoned  you  he  was  coming  to  see  you?— A.  I  am 
not  sure,  but  I  think  notice  was  sent  by  telephone. 

Q.  When  he  came  you  received  mm  in  a  crowd? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
didn't  say  a  crowd. 
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Q.  You  said  a  great  many  people. — A.  I  did  not  say  a  great  many 
people.     I  said  a  number  were  in  the  office. 

Q.  You  said  a  good  many. — A.  Well,  your  memory  may  be  better 
than  mine  on  that. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  will  ask  the  clerk  to  read  what  the  witness  said. 

(The  stenographer  read  as  follows :) 

There  were  many  people  in  the  office.  I  was  busy  with  other  things,  and  I  had  no 
interest  in  this  except  incidentally,  as  I  have  stated. 

Q.  There  were  not  many  people  in  the  office  when  you  were  talking  with  Mr.  Lake? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  same  room?-r-A.  Yes. 

The  Witness.  Your  memory  is  better  than  mine. 
By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  A  great  many  people  make  a  crowd? — A.  Well,  there  was  not  a 
crowd.  I  mean  relatively.  You  would  not  speak  of  a  crowd  in  a 
business  office,  the  kind  of  business  that  I  do. 

Q.  If  your  office  is  not  larger  than  mine,  a  good  many  people  would 
crowd  it. — A.  There  was  not  a  crowd  in  my  office,  and  what  1  intended 
to  convey  was  that  I  was  busy,  with  executive  work,  and  people  were 
calling  on  me  for  attention,  and  therefore  I  had  little  time  to  give  to 
Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  Were  any  of  those  people  of  more  importance  to  you  than  the 
Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Who,  for  instance,  was  one  of  them?  Who  of  those  present? — 
A.  I  don't  remember.  But  as  far  as  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  was  concerned,  I 
arranged  the  details  of  business  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake  and 

Q.  When  had  you  arranged  the  details  of  business  with  Mr.  Simon 
Lake? — A.  Different  times,  as  I  have  explained,  at  the  meeting  I  have 
told  of.  And  in  the  regular  course  of  my  business  I  had  transactions, 
of  course,  far  more  important  to  me  than  the  call  of  J.  C.  Lake. 

Q.  What  business  had  you  arranged  the  details  of  with  Mr.  Simon 
Lake? — A.  Details  with  regard  to  remittances,  in  regard  to  payments, 
and  in  regard  to  propositions  to  foreign  governments  and  in  regard  to 
shipments. 

Q.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake,  in  addition A.  Those  arrangements  were 

made  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake. 

j*  Q.  I  so  understood  you.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  in  addition  to  being  the 
vice-president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  is  the  father  of 
Mr.  Simon  Lake,  the  president  of  the  company? — A.  I  so  understand. 

Q.  Do  you  really  wish  us  to  understand  that  you  treated  him  so 
discourteously  as  to  receive  him  in  the  midst  of  a  crowd  of  many 
people  and  not  talk  with  him  at  all  in  your  private  office? — A.  I  mean 
to  say  that  I  received  him  discourteously,  that  I  was  busy,  that  he 
recognized  it,  I  certainly  was  not  discourteous,  on  the  contrary,  I  was 
as  courteous  as  I  could  be  under  the  pressure  of  business  affairs. 

Q.  What  were  those  affairs  that  were  pressing? — A.  I  do  not  think 
you  would  want  me  to  disclose  my  private  busmess. 

Q.  I  do  not  care  so  much  about  tne  private  business,  but  I  would 
like  to  have  the  name  of  one  person  that  was  there. — A.  Those  affairs 
had  no  relation  to  this  matter  of  this  investigation,  they  were  affairs 
that  had  no  remote  relation.  It  was  in  regard  to  the  paving  business, 
and  different  manufacturing  businesses  that  I  am  interested  in,  and 
some  financial  business. 
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Q.  I  simply  want  to  see  if  you  remembered  what  the  business  was, 
or  who  were  there  or  any  one  person  that  was  there. — A.  I  do  not 
remember,  I  know  in  general  I  was  attending  to  the  details  of  my 
business.  I  do  not  remember  at  the  time.  I  Know  I  was  busy,  and 
I  know  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  recognized  it,  and  I  know  that  I  was  very 
much  occupied  in  it 

Q.  Did  you  ask  him  to  take  a  seat? — A.  Yes;  he  sat  down.  He  sat 
down  at  my  desk.  I  did  not  go  into  any  private  office,  but  he  simply 
sat  at  my  desk,  and  other  people  were  m  the  office  at  the  same  time, 
and  he  asked  me  in  a  general  way  about  the  foreign  business,  said  he 
had  been  away,  I  believe r  '  \ 

Q.  Did  he  say  where  he  had  been? — A.  I  do  not  remember;  he  said1 
he  had  been  away;  I  don't  remember  where. 

Q.  Did  he  say  why  he  came  back? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  say  why  he  came  to  see  you?— A.  No. 

Q.  When  was  the  last  time  before  that  that  he  had  been  to  sea 
you? — A.  Well,  sir,  I  think  perhaps  several  months  before;  I  don't 
remember. 

*-  Q.  What  did  he  say  about  this  investigation  ? — A.  I  do  not  remenh 
ber. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Berg? — A.  Very  well;  he  has  been  my  associate 
ana  agent  in  Europe.  i 

Q.  When  did  you  last  see  him? — A.  I  saw  him  on  the  steamy 
Comania  to  sail  for  Europe  on  Saturday,  I  think,  the  4th  of  April,  j 

Q.  That  was  just  after  the  other  officials  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat! 
Company  had  been  subpoenaed  to  appear  here? — A.  I  don  t  remem-, 
ber  that. 

f-  Q.  Did  you  employ  Mr.  Grant  Hugh  Browne  or  Hugh  Granl 
Browne,  whichever  it  is? — A.  It  is  Grant  Hugh  Browne. 

Q.  Is  he  is  your  employ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Has  he  ever  been  in  your  employ  ? — A.  Not  in  my  employ  on  q 
salary,  but  in  1898  he  went  to  Italy  for  me,  and,  in  connection  witfc 
the  negotiations  which  I  had  in  hand  for  the  Government  prior  to  tha 
war  with  Spain,  to  Rome. 

Q.  To  buy  boats  for  the  United  States  Government  ?— A.  WeD  | 
to  enter  negotiations.  One  purpose  was  to  prevent  the  Spaniards 
from  buying  boats.  The  idea  was  if  the  Spaniards  purchased  vessels 
it  would  prejudice  the  financial  and  business  interests  in  this  countiyf 
and  bring  about  a  certain  contraction. 

Q.  Who  compensated  Mr.  Browne  for  that  service? — A.  Our 
expenses  were  paid  by  the  Government. 

Q.  Paid  by  the  Government  to  you,  and  by  you  to  Mr.  Browne*— 
A.  I  think  so,  yes.  I  do  not  think  he  received  any  direct  payment. 
I  don't  remember  about  that. 

Q.  He  did  not  go  over  there  for  fun  ? — A.  I  think  he  was  on  tha 
other  side  at  the  time;  I  think  he  was  in  Europe. 

Q.  The  Government  had  its  relations  with  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  Mr.  Browne  did,  he  did  for  you? — A.  He  attended  t* 
some  negotiations  under  my  direction. 

Q.  How  was  he  paid  for  it? — A.  I  suppose  I  paid  him;  I  do  not 
remember  just  how  it  was  arranged.  I  know  in  some  way  he  must 
have  got  paid. 

Q.  Quite  a  considerable  sum,  wasn't  it? — A.  Not  large.  Mf 
work  in  that  connection — I  have  a  letter  from  Secret  ary  Long  in  whicl 
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he  commented  very  favorably  on  my  facilities  that  I  rendered  without 
compensation. 

Q.  Did  it  also  compliment  Mr.  Browne  for  working  without 
compensation? — A.  No,  Mr.  Browne  was  not  mentioned.  I  compli- 
mented Mr.  Browne. 

Q.  You  got  the  compliments  and  Browne  got  the  compensation? — 
A.  Well,  I  complimented  Mr.  Browne.  No,  Mr.  Browne  did  not  get 
much  compensation. 

Q.  Well,  he  got  some  at  any  rate,  and  we  do  not  care  how  much 
he  got. — A.  Of  course,  he  will  tell  you  that.     I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  If  his  memory  is  not  better  than  yours,  we  wont  get  much. — 
A.  Mr.  Browne,  perhaps,  has  not   as  many  interests  as  I  have  to 
look  after,  and  his  memory  is  probably  better. 
Q.  That  was  in  1898?— A.  1898. 

Q.  What  deals  have  you  had  with  him  since? — A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber of  having  had  any — of  concluding  any  business  deal.  He  has  been 
to  see  me  about  different  promotions  and  possibilities.  I  remember 
that  he  organized  a  large  lead  company.  I  remember  of  having 
relations  or  a  talk  with  him  in  that  connection. 

Q.  You  were  interested  in  that  promotion,  were  you  not? — A.  I 
don't  remember  that  I  got  anything  out  of  it.  I  remember  that  I 
did  some  work  in  connection  with  it. 

Q.  That  had  gone  through  successfully? — A.  It  did. 
Q.  Did   you   work   without   compensation?— A.  I   had   to   take 
chances. 

Q.  I  trust  you  got  proper  compliment? — A.  I  rendered  some 
assistance  in  that  matter  to  nim  on  the  basis  of  reciprocity. 

Q.  I  am  speaking  of  cases  in  which  he  was  rather  acting  in  your 
behalf? — A.  I  do  not  remember  of  any  business  being  consummated 
on  my  behalf. 

Q.  Whether  it  was  consumated  or  not — commenced  ? — A.  I  don't 
remember  that  he  has  acted  on  my  behalf  in  any  negotiations  that 
were  completed. 

Q.  Whether  they  were  completed  or  not.  I  am  asking  for  nego- 
tiations that  he  commenced. — A.  I  have  not  any  in  mind  now,  what 
there  were.  They  were  not  sufficiently  important  that  I  remember 
them,  as  they  were  not  completed  or  consummated  transactions.  I 
remember  of  his  calling  about  promotions. 

Q.  There  were  some,  from  time  to  time,  in  which  you  were  mutually 
interested  in  some  way? — A.  Using  the  word '"interested"  in  per- 
haps a  very  general  sense,  not  in  a  specific  sense,  of  the  completion  of 
any  financial  interest. 

6.  This  is  not  anything  very  serious,  anyway,  but  I  simply  wanted 
to  know  whether  you  were  not  generally  interested  or  engaged  in 
some  negotiations  since  1898? — A.  I  don't  remember  of  any  interests 
where  he  acted  for  me  or  where  there  was  any  joint  interest  which 
resulted  in  business. 

Q.  I  do  not  care  how  it  resulted,  but  whether  it  was  commenced. — 
A.  Well,  I  do  not  remember  what  transactions  they  were,  but  I 
know  that  he  has — of  course  he  has  been  to  see  me  about  certain 
promotions  or  business  opportunities,  but  I  never  paid  him  anything 
in  that  connection.  It  was  a  case  where  he  was,  to  use  a  yachting 
expression,  "sailing for  chances.'7 
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Q.  You  have,  then,  several  times  " sailed  for  chances"  in  the  same 
yacht?— fA.  Well,  he  has  presented  business.  Perhaps  it  did  not 
get  to  the  point  where  I  got  aboard.  It  drew  up  alongside  of  the 
dock,  but  I  may  not  have  stepped  aboard. 

Q.  It  was  not  a  submarine,  was  it? — A.  No. 

Q.  Wliat  other  matters  have  you  been  interested  in  since  1898  in 
which  either  Browne  or  yourself  sought  to  capitalize  your  hopes  and 
business  abilities? — A.  If  it  is  important,  I  could  probably  find  out, 
but  of  course  you  want  to  understand,  take  a  man  who  is  promoting 
as  Mr.  Browne,  different  opportunities  come,  a  proposition  about 
forming  companies  or  different  patents  to  be  exploited. 

Q.  I  ask  vou  how  often,  in  a  general  way,  has  Mr.  Browne  been  to 
see  you  in  the  last  ten  years? — A.  I  should  say  that  he  would  average 
once  every  three  months,  and  then  perhaps  a  year  has  passed  when 
I  have  not  seen  him.  And  something  might  turn  up  and  he  would 
come  in  perhaps  two  or  three  days  in  succession,  ana  then,  perhaps, 
there  would  be  a  lapse  of  three  or  four  or  six  months  when  he  would 
not  come  to  the  office.  There  has  been  no  relation  beyond  that  of  the 
promotor  when  at  .times  he  has  thought  I  might  be  of  service  and  he 
might  present  some  attractive  business  to  me. 

Q.  i  ou  are  pretty  skillful  in  that  line  yourself? — A.  I  have  not  done 
much  promoting,  but  I  make  a  distinction  between  promoting  and 
organizing.  I  have  done  practically  no  business  in  the  way  of  work- 
ing up,  or  very  little  in  the  way  of  working  up  propositions  prelimi- 
narily, but  after  they  are  worked  up  if  a  man  comes  to  me 

Q.  Then  Mr.  Browne  endeavors  to  promote  them  up  to  the  point 
of  organization,  and  that  is  with  the  idea  that  you  will  organize  it?— 
A.  I  will  take  it  up  after  he  has  done  a  certain  amount  of  work,  and 
of  course  as  far  as  that  word  or  the  discrimination  between  the  words 
" organization' '  and  "promotion,"  the  business  would  not  be  defined 
clearly  by  those  two  terms.     That  is,  to  say,  if  you  use  the  term  in  its 

General  sense  in  promoting.     But  in  most  every  instance  when  I  have 
ad  to  do  in  organizing  companies,  the  preliminary  work  of  getting 
options  and  initiating  tne  negotiations  has  been  done  by  others. 

Q.  That  is  what  Mr.  Browne  was  trying  to  do,  and  where  he  suc- 
ceeded in  that  branch  which  for  lack  of  a  more  specifically  defined 
term  you  call  promoting A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  you  were  to  organize?— A.  Yes;  but  in  that  case  it  hap- 
pened that  I  had  an  acquaintance  where  I  could  be,  or  he  perhaps 
thought  I  could  be,  of  service  in  promoting. 

Q.  Did  not  vou  sometimes  suggest  things  to  him,  or  lines  along 
which  he  should  endeavor  to  do  that  branch  of  the  business  which 
was  fairly  characterized  by  the  term  promoting,  didn't  you  suggest 
sometimes  a  line  of  promoting  to  him?— A.  No,  no;  it  has  been  a 
case  where  he  has.  taken  the  initiative. 

Q.  Then  when  he  had  got  to  a  certain  point,  to  try  to  avail  himself 
of  your  services? — A.  He  might  think  that  I  could  be  of  service,  and 
I  have  in  mind  a  promotion  that  he  brought  to  me  a  few  years  ago. 
Nothing  has  been  done. 

•  Q.  Let  me  put  this  suggestion  to  jon.  When  a  promotor  wishes 
to  capitalize  his  abilities  as  a  negotiator,  and  thinks  that  he  can 
participate  in  bringing  "A"  and  "B"  together,  and  share  in  some 
commission  paid'  or  to  be  paid  for  engineering  the  deal  or  bringing 
about  the  organization,  is  it  not  usually  the  case  for  him,  the  pro- 
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moter,  to  select  one  of  the  parties  and  in  the  interview,  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  a  hearing  allow  that  party  to  the  interview  to  infer  that  he 
represents  the  other  party,  wnile,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  has  no 
authority  from  him*  whatever,  and  that  what  he  is  trying  to  do  is 
simply  to  bring  them  together? — A.  Of  course  the  ways  of  broker 
ana  promoters  and  middlemen  in  trying  to  bring  parties  together, 
there  are  very  many  ways,  and  devious.  Of  course  they  use  different 
methods. 

Q.  Is  it  not  quite  ordinary  that  a  promoter  says  to  A,  "Now,  I 
think  B  is  about  ready  to  deal.  Do  you  authorize  me  to  talk  with 
him?"— A.  Yes. 

P*Q.  Or  he  goes  to  B  and  says,  "I  think  A  could  be  brought  into 
this;  do  you  authorize  me  to  talk  with  him?" — A.  That  method 
is  very  usual;  very  usual. 

Q.  You  spoke  of  Flint  &  Co.  Is  that  a  partnership  or  a  corpora- 
tion?— A.  That  is  a  partnership. 

Q.  Do  you  object  to  stating  who  are  the  company? — A.  No.  My 
partners  are  my  brother,  W.  B.  Flint,  and  T.  R.  Cordlay. 

Q.  Is  it  yourself  as  an  individual  or  Flint  &  Co.  that  sell  the  sub- 
marine boats  abroad?— A.  I  am  the  senior  of  Flint  &  Co. 

Q.  It  is  a  partnership  ? — A.  And  the  partnership  does  the  business. 

Q.  How  do  you  sell  the  boats  abroad?  Do  you  buy  them  as  a 
merchant  and  sell  them  for  what  you  can  get?— A.  Well,  there  is 
no  defined  arrangement;  principally  on  commission. 

Q.  Do  not  you  sell  them  all  on  commission? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  other  way  do  you  sell  them? — A.  We  might  have  an 
interest  in  the  result  of  profits. 

tQ.  In  that  case  it  would  be  by  a  division  of  profits? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  A  percentage  of  profits  instead  of  a  specific  commission  on  the 
price? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  it  is  as  a  broker  rather  than  as  an  owner  that  you  take 
part?— A.  We  do  not  use  the  expression  "broker."  That  rather 
more  applies  to  merchandising  and  transactions  in  securities,  but 
we  negotiate  transactions. 

Q.  You  have  a  contract  with  the  company? — A.  Well,  yes;  we 
hold  a  contract. 

Q.  Does  it  specify  more  than  one  kind  of  compensation? — A.  Yes, 
fflr.  / 

Q.  Does  it  specify  one  kind  of  compensation  with  one  government 
and  another  with  another? — A.  There  are  different  kinds. 

Q.  That  does  not  quite  answer  the  question.  Do  you  have  differ- 
ent kinds  as  to  the  sale  of  boats  to  the  same  government? — A.  If  it 
is  not  vital  to  this  investigation,  I  do  not  want  to  disclose  my  private 
business.  I  mean  as  to  mv  contracts.  Then  you  see  certain  of 
these  matterrs  refer  to  friendly  governments.  I  do  not  want — I  sup- 
pose it  has  no  special  bearing  on  this  matter. 

Q.  You  do  not  think  it  involves  us  in  any  international  complica- 
tion if  you  would  answer  the  general  question.  I  have  not  asked 
you  for  any  particular  government;  I  simply  ask  you  whether  you 
nave  two  kinds  of  compensation  in  regard  to  the  same  government.— 
A.  I  perfer  not  to  answer  that.  It  is  a  private  business.  If  it  is 
not  important,  I  do  not  want  to  disclose  my  private  business  or  con- 
tracts in  regard  to  my  foreign  business;  it  gives  points  to  com- 
petitors, perhaps. 
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Q.  What  competitors  are  there? — A.  Oh,  there  are  many  people 
who  are  seeking  contracts.  There  are  manufacturers  in  Europe— 
Krupp- 

Q.  Do  you  mean  they  are  competitors  for  the  business  of  the  Lake 
Torpedo  feoat  Company? — A.  No;  they  are  competitors  for  orders. 

Q.  Trying  to  sell  sonie  other  boat? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  would  that  affect  the  matter?  If  you  got  a  bigger  com- 
mission, then  they  would  simply  try  to  get  as  big  a  commission  as 
you  get  from  the  Lake- Company  ? — A.  Yes;  but  it  might  have  some 
bearing  on  negotiations  in  securing  orders.  There  are  manufacturers 
of  submarines  in  different  countries  in  Europe,  where  we  have  to 
come  into  competition.  We  prefer  that  those  competitors  should 
not  know  the  business  basis  on  which  we  handle  this  business. 

Q.  One  of  the  serious  charges  that  has  been  made  before  this  com- 
mittee is  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  the  purchase 
of  submarine  torpedo  boats  in  the  last  two  years  has  paid  to  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  an  excessive  and  unjust  profit  or  something 
like  a  million  and  a  half  of  dollars,  and  a  good  deal  of  evidence  his 
been  put  in  here  on  that  charge  by  Representative  Lilley.  A  good 
deal  of  evidence  has  been  put  in  by  Mr.  Lilley  as  to  the  cost  of  torpedo 
boats,  as  to  the  prices  at  which  they  are  sold  to  the  United  States 
Government  and  foreign  governments,  and  it  seems  to  me  it  is 
important  to  this  inquiry  that  we  know  something  about  the  methods 
of  the  sale  of  submarine  boats  to  foreign  governments.  It  is  not  a 
question  which  was  raised  by  the  committee,  but  it  has  been  raised 
before  us,  and  is  a  very  serious  matter. — A.  In  general,  I  do  not 
think  that  the  United  States  Government,  without  making  careful 
comparisons,  because  I  do  not  know  to-day  what  prices  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  received,  but  in  general  I  do  not  think  that  the  United 
States  has  paid  any  more  for  their  submarines  than  has  been  paid  by 
foreign  governments.     I  would  state  that  unhesitatingly. 

Q.  Do  vou  state  that  as  one  having  had  considerable  experience 
in  selling  boats  to  foreign  governments?  How  many  submarine  tor- 
pedo boats  have  you  sold  to  foreign  governments?  I  do  not  ask  you 
about  any  particular  government,  but  all  of  them  together? — A.  Well, 
that  would  disclose  private  business,  but  I  have  sold  a  very  consider- 
able number  and  what  would  be  relatively  a  large  number  and  a  suffi- 
cient number,  so  that  it  has  given  me  an  opportunity  of  knowing  in 
general  about  comparative  prices. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you,  do  you  sell  or  have  you  sold  submarine  tor- 

Eedo  boats  to  any  foreign  government,  other  than  the  boats  of  the 
«ake  Company,  what  are  known  as  the  Lake  boats? — A.  Not  sub- 
marines. I  have  sold  torpedo  boats,  and  I  have  sold  dirigible  tor- 
pedo boats,  but  not  submarines. 

Q.  We  do  not  wish  to  ask  ymi  anything  except  about  submarine 
torpedo  boats. — A.  Xo;  I  have  only  sold  the  Lake  boats. 

Q.  The  last  contract  made  between  the  United  States  Mid  the 
Electric  Boat  Company,  if  I  have  the  figures  correctly  in  mind — the 
figures  are  here  in  this  volume  of  testimony — if  I  have  them  correctly 
in  mind,  there  were  four  boats  contracted  for  last  year  from  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  at  $270,000  each  and  three  boats  at  $350,000 
each. — A.  Well,  there  are  of  course  so  many;  conditions  enter  into  the 
question  of  price;  there  is  the  length,  there  is  the  displacement,  char- 
acter of  engines,  and  so  on;  but  in  general  I  can  state  that  those  prices 
are  not  in  excess  of  the  price  paid  by  European  governments. 
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Q.  I  perhaps  gave  you  the  figures  incorrectly.  I  have  now  before 
me  page  299  of  our  hearings  in  which  it  appears  in  the  testimony  of 
Admiral  Capps  that  of  the  last  seven  boats  contracted  for  and  to  be 
supplied  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  four  were  at  $285,000  each 
and  three  at  $360,000  each.  Now,  having  those  figures  in  mind, 
would  your  answer  be  the  same? — A.  My  answer  is  that  these  prices 
are  not  materially  higher  than  the  prices  paid  by  European  govern- 
ments, and  they  are  not  materially  lower. 

Q.  Are  they  materially  higher  or  lower  than  the  prices  paid  by 
foreign  governments  for  the  boats  of  the  Lake  type? — A.  No. 

Q.  In  your  judgment  are  these  prices  you  have  stated  now  the 
comparison  with  foreign  governments?  I  will  ask  you  this  question: 
Do  you  consider  that  at  the  figures  I  have  mentioned  they  will  yield 
an  undue  or  unjust  profit  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  am 
not  competent  to  answer  that  question.  I  have  not  a  sufficient 
detailed  Knowledge  of  the  business  to  answer  that,  but  my  general 
impression  is  that  the  profit  is  not  an  excessive  profit,  but  I  have  not 
the  technical  knowledge  that  is  obtainable  so  as  to  answer  it  spe- 
cificallv. 

Q.  But  your  judgment  is  that  the  prices  indicated  would  not  afford 
an  unjust  profit? — A.  That  is  my  judgment. 

O.  You  nave  stated,  Mr.  Flint,  that  the  cost  paid  or  the  price  which 
ought  to  be  paid  for  it  would  depend  a  good  deal  upon  what  is  the 
length,  speed,  and  I  think  you  mentioned  the  engines,  and  so  on? — 
A.,   a  es. 

Q.  Would  it  not  be  sufficient  data  to  simply  state  what  the  tonnage 
is? — A.  Yes;  it  would  be  sufficient  if  the  amount  of  displacement 
was  stated — it  would  besufficient  ina  general  way — and  I  havealready 
answered  the  question,  having  in  mind  the  general  dimensions  and 
displacement. 

Q.  Then  would  not  the  character  of  the  engine  make  any  difference  ? — 
A.  I  have  taken  everything  into  consideration  in  answering  your  ques- 
tion, and  I  am  satisfied  that  the  prices  that  you  referred  to  are  not 
materially  higher  or  materially  lower  than  those  paid  by  the  European 
governments. 

Q.  Then  you  m  would  consider  that  the  tonnage  or  displacement 
would  be  an  important  facior? — A.  Yes,  it  is  an  important  matter, 
and  I  have  taken  that  into  consideration.  Of  course,  I  am  not  a 
technical  man.  Mr.  Berg  is  more  technical,  and,  of  course,  as  I  have 
explained,  I  Gave  so  many  other  interests  that  I  am  dependent  upon 
other  people  for  details,  but  I  keep  their  general  run  so  tnat  in  general 
I  know,  I  see  bids  that  are  put  in,  the  prices,  and  I  know  that  there  is 
not  any  material  difference. 

Q.  Then  the  character  of  the  engine  would  be  one  element  of  cost  ? — 
A.   i  es,  sir. 

Q.  But  by  no.  means  the  only  element? — A.  If  it  were  relative  it 
would  be  only  a  per  cent  or  a  small  part  of  the  cost.  There  are  many 
conditions,  different  Questions  that  enter  into  the  case. 

Q.  Then  you  coula  not  determine,  even  approximately,  the  cost 
by  merely  having  stated,  of  course,  the  character  of  the  engine ?— A. 
Trtie  character  of  the  engine,  no.  I  know  in  general  about  the  question 
of  performance. 

Q.  By  having  the  question  of  speed  you  could  not  estimate  the 
cost  wholly  by  being  told  that  it  was  required  to  make  so  many 
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knots  an  hour? — A.  No;  for  the  reason  that  the  boat  might  be 
designed  to  secure  a  high  speed,  but  in  order  to  secure  that  speed  the 
boat  might  be  very  weak  in  other  points.  I  built  a  boat  that  made 
the  highest  speed  of  anything  built  in  this  country,  but  I  sacrificed 
other  things. 

Q.  Other  things  being  equal,  the  element  of  speed  would  enter  in?— 
A.  It  is  an  important  item,  but  a  boat  might  be  very  badly  balanced 
if  other  important  features  were  sacrificed  to  speed.  As  I  say,  I 
built  a  boat  where  I  sacrificed  everything  to  speed,  sacrificed  dura- 
bility, sacrificed  strength,  sacrificed  everything  to  make  the  world 
record  for  speed. 

Q.  Does  not — I  think  you  call  it  endurance  under  water — the 
length  of  time  it  can  stay  under  water  without  coming  up  to  breathe; 
that  counts  for  something? — A.  That  is  very  important,  that  is 
an  important  item,  but  still  that  idea  could  be  carried  too  far. 

Q.  I  mean  that  it  is  an  item  of  cost?— A.  A  submarine,  like  any 
other  vessel,  is  best  described  as  being  a  series  of  compromises,  ft 
there  is  an  attempt  to  make  any  one  feature  particularly  prominent, 
it  is  often  done  at  the  sacrifice  of  the  balance  of  the  boat. 

Q.  Then  the  item  of  displacement  is  also  of  course  an  important 
item? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Could  you  form  an  opinion  with  those  items,  the  character 
of  the  engine,  the  knots  of  speed,  the  endurance  under  water,  or  the 
displacement — can  you  from  any  one  of  those  elements  determine 
a  fair  cost  of  the  vessel? — A.  AnV  one? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No.  But  I  would  form  a  very  good  idea  from  know- 
ing the  displacement;  but  a  boat  might  be  constructed  with  a  large 
displacement,  but  might  be  imperfect  in  construction;  it  might  have 
poor  engines  or  poor  balance. 

Q.  When  you  bid  on  a  boat,  do  you  have  submitted  to  you  plans 
showing  the  requirements  of  speed,  submersibility,  the  character  of 
the  engines,  displacement,  ana  all  those  things? — A.  So  far  we  got 
our  business  on  guaranteeing  results,  and  so  far  Mr.  Lake  has  made 
good. 

Q.  Well,  the  results  are  along  the  whole  line — speed,  submersi- 
bility, and  so  on? — A.  Yes,  sir;  and  if  we  have  the  contract  the  final 
payments  have  been  based  on  trial  trips. 

Q.  Then,  have  you  made  anv  contracts  for  boats  simply  that  they 
were  to  furnish  so  much  speed? — A.  No. 

Q.  Or  have  you  made  contracts  simply  that  they  "were  to  have 
the  ability  to  remain  under  water  for  a  certian  period  of  time?— 
A.  No. 

Q.  Or  simply  that  they  were  to  have  certain  displacement?— 
A.  No. 

Q.  And  you  would  sell  them  neither  by  ton  or  displacement  nor 
by  speed  alone? — A.  No.  There  is  a  round  sum  fixed,  and  every 
feature  is  taken  into  consideration,  and  that  is  subject  to  trials. 
But  if  a  boat,  for  instance,  built  verv  fast  and  still  was  imperfect  in 
some  material  points,  the  boat  would  be  rejected. 

Q.  Then  in  all  these  important  things  the  boat  must  make  good?— 
A.  Exactly 

The  Chairman.  We  will  take  a  recess,  gentlemen,  until  2.30,  and 
then  we  will  proceed  with  this  witness. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2.30  o'clock  p.  m.) 
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AFTER   RECESS. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess,  at  2.30  o'clock 
p.  m. 
All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

TESTIMONY  OF  CHAELES  B.  FLINT— Besumed. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  a  few  more  questions,  Mr.  Flint.  I  think  you 
stated,  in  answer  to  questions  by  Mr.  Stevens,  that  you  were  in  favor 
of  the  coalition  between  these  torpedo-boat  companies,  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  and  the  Lake  Company? — A.  I  was  in  favor  of  that 
negotiation  to  that  end;  that  I  saw  that  I  might  personally  profit 
therebv;  it  was  purely  a  question  of  business  with  me. 

O.  i  ou  thought,  I  think  you  said,  that  it  would  help  your  business 
with  other  governments  if  you  had  gotten  together? — A.  If  the 
development  of  the  art  could  be  carried  on  without  patent  restric- 
tions— that  is,  if  Mr.  Lake  could  conduct  his  work  without  inter- 
fering with  the  Electric  boat  patents  or  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Electric  boat  people  could  conduct  their  operations  and  make  their 
designs  without  conflicting  with  Mr.  Lake's  patents,  it  would  naturally 
be  an  advantage  and  to  my  idea  we  would  thus  perfect  a  submarine 
that  I  could  handle  to  better  advantage  with  foreign  governments 
in  competition  with  submarine  companies  in  Germany,  England, 
France,  and  Italy. 

Q.  Mr.  Flint,  clo  you  know  a  Mr.  Hurd? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
him. 

Q.  Have  you  never  met  him  abroad? — A.  I  do  not  remember  him. 
Of  course  I  meet  a  good  many  people;  if  you  would  mention  some- 
thing  

Q.  Would  it  help  you  to  remember  if  it  wTere  suggested  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Vickers-Maxim  concern? — A.  No;  I  do  not  remember 
of  having  met  him. 

Q.  Then  vou  have  had  no'  conference  with  him  on  this  subject? — 
A.  No.        " 

Q.  I  think  you  said  that  you  were  authorized  by  Mr.  Lake — that  is, 
after  you  talked  with  him  after  that  interview  with  Mr.  Browne — you 
were  authorized  by  him  to  talk  with  the  Electric  boat  people  on  the 
subject? — A.  No. 

Q.  Then  I  did  not  understand  you  correctly. — A.  No. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  whether  he  gave  you  any  terms,  but 
whether  he  authorized  vou  to  consult  with  them. — A.  He  never 
objected  to  my  meeting  $£r.  Browne,  and  he  also,  when  I  stated  that 
I  would  be  willing  to  see  Mr.  Rice  if  he  came  to  my  house — Mr.  Lake 
knew  of  that  conversation,  so  that  he  consented  to  the  extent  that 
silence  rives  consent. 

Q.  You  understood  that  he  was  agreeable  that  you  should  meet 
them  under  such  circumstances  that  you  name? — A.  He  knew  that  I 
had  stated  that  I  would  see  them  if  they  came  to  my  residence. 

S.  What  was  your  objection  to  meetmg  them  anywhere  else? — A. 
1,  one  objection  would  be  that  it  is  a  great  advantage  if  the  party 
comes  to  you  instead  of  going  to  the  other  party. 
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Q.  I  think  that  is  true. — A.  Exactly,  and  I  was  not  willing  to  go 
to  tnem;  it  is  a  case  where  the  mountain  has  to  come  to  Mahomet. 

O.  Did  they  come  to  you?— A.  They  refused,  and  I  refused  to  go 
to  them.  They  wanted  me  to  come  to  the  St.  Regis  Hotel,  and  that  I 
refused  to  do. 

Q.  You  were  both  playing  the  mountain  business  ? — A.  Well,  I  gare 
the  final  decision;  I  spoke  last. 

Q.  Would  Mr.  Lake  have  been  present  had  they  come  to  your 
house? — A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Were  you  at  your  house? — A.  No;  I  was  at  the  Engineers* 
Club,  but  Mr.  Lake,  I  think,  had  an  attitude  that  if  he  was  to  be 
approached  he  would  have  to  be  courted,  and  I  think  that  if  they 
had  come  to  my  house  he  would  have  remained,  particularly  is 
under  the  doctor's  advice  he  was  keeping  to  his  room  in  the  Engi- 
neers' Club. 

Q.  He  was  not  averse  to  being  courted? — A.  Yes;  and  certainly 
would  have  been  courted  by  Mr.  Browne  would  Mr.  Browne  have 
had  the  chance. 

Q.  I  say  he  was  not  averse  to  being  courted? — A.  Apparently  not. 
and  still  he  showed  a  great  indifference. 

Q.  Coy? — A.  Yes,  and  whispering  "she  would  ne'er  consent,  con- 
sented.' '     That  sort  of  an  attitude. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Rice  ever  speak  to  you  about  the  purchase  of  the  Late 
Company's  interest  in  the  submarine  business? — A.  I  have  testified 
to  meeting  Mr.  Rice  a  year  ago  and  then  meeting  him  in  Russia,  and 
he  has  not  spoken  to  me  on  the  subject  within  six  months — I  do  not 
think  within  a  year;  certainly  not  within  six  months.  I  have  not 
seen  him  within  six  months. 

Q.  In  any  of  your  conversations  with  Mr.  Rice  was  there  ever 
anything  said  about  detectives  at  any  time? — A.  Not  to  me. 

Q.  Did  either  Mr.  Rice  or  Mr.  Frost  say  anything  to  you  about 
detectives? — A.  Never. 

Q.  About  being  shadowed  by  detectives? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Did  they  give  that  as  a  reason  for  not  coming  to  your  house, 
or  your  going  to  their  house,  that  they  were  afraid  that  they  were 
being  shadowed  by  detectives? — A.  No,  not  to  me. 

Q.  Did  they  say  that  Mr.  Lilley,  they  thought,  had  detectives  on 
them? — A.  They  never  said  it  to  me. 

Q.  At  what  hotel  did  they  want  you  to  meet  them? — A.  Wanted 
me  to  meet  them  at  the  St.  Regis. 

Q.  Was  there  ever  at  any  time  any  proposition  coining  from  them 
to  you  or  from  you  to  them,  that  there  snould  be  a»  meeting  at  the 
Gilsey  House? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Did  the  Electric  Boat  Company  people  ever  authorize_you  to 

Lake 


make  any  definite  proposition  to  Mr.  Lake,  or  to  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  people? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  they  were  ready  to  pay  $1,000,000  in  cash  I— 
A.  No. 

2.  Did  they  object  to  a  deal  whereby — did  Mr.  Lake  object  to 
;  did  he  object  to  considering  a  proposition? — A.  I  do  not  remem- 
ber of  his  objecting  to  that  specifically,  but  the  negotiations  never  got 
to  the  point  where  he  had  a  chance  to  take  a  stock  proposition  or  any 
other  proposition;  there  was  never  any  definite  offer. 

Q.  Eitner  of  stock  or  of  cash? — A.  Of  no  kind;  it  was  promoter's 
talk. 
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Q.  Did  you  ever  say  to  Mr.  Lake  that  Mr.  Frost  or  Mr.  Rice  or  any 
;>ther  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  people  were  inclined  to  put  up  a 
jood  deal  of  cash  in  the  purchase? — A.  I  do  not  remember.  In  the 
iray  I  was  serving — in  a  general  way,  some  conversation  Mr.  Browne 
nad,  Mr.  Browne  was  endeavoring  to  bring  about  this  negotiation 
&nd  in  that  connection  I  might  possibly  have  said  that  Mr.  Browne  was 
tiopeful  that  he  could  get  cash. 

Q.  Do  you  not  remember  Mr.  Lake  said  something  to  you  about 
the  notes  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  remember  that  at 
one  time,  I  do  not  remember  when,  that  he  took  out  a  note  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  and  showed  it  to  me,  and  said  that  he  had 
notes  or  a  note,  I  forget  whether  it  was  one  or  more,  and  I  remember 
that  he  indicated  that  as  an  evidence  that  they  were  not  long  in  cash, 
that  they  permitted  the  extension  of  a  note  which  he  possessed,  but 
[  do  not  remember  the  time  when  he  did  that. 

Q.  Perhaps  you  have  covered  this,  but  was  there  any  talk  of  this 
investigation  at  any  time  between  you  and  Mr.  Simon  Lake? — A. 
I  have  covered  that. 

Q.  You  have  said  there  was  not? — A.  My  previous  testimony  will 
show. 

Q.  In  order  to  be  certain  I  will  ask  you  whether  or  not  there  was 
conversation  in  regard  to  this  investigation? — A.  I  will  repeat  what 
I  have  already  said,  that  there  may  have  been  general  talk  in  regard 
to  it,  but  it  was  not  in  connection  with  any  definite  proposition, 
there  was  no  proposition  submitted  in  which  that  was  a  part. 

Q.  Was  it  suggested  that  the  investigation  might  stand  in  the  way 
of  a  deal? — A.  Naturally  the  subject  was  mentioned  in  the  papers, 
talked  of  in  a  very  general  way,  but  it  never  was  any  part  of  any  prop- 
osition, and  the  idea  was  advanced  that  it  would  interfere  with  the 
deal. 

Q.  Was  it  advanced  that  the  fact  that  there  was  an  investigation 
led  the  Electric  Boat  Company  people  to  be  willing  to  deal? — A.  N*>. 

Q.  Mr.  Flint,  those  are  all  the  questions  I  desire  to  ask  you,  except 
the  one  I  suggested  and  then  passed  by,  and  that  is  as  to  the  con- 
tract or  the  sale  of  the  Lake  Company's  boats  abroad.  I  think  the 
last  question  I  asked  you  was  whether  in  any  case  you  had  a  contract 
with  the  Lake  Company  for  two  different  methods  of  determining 
compensation  in  the  event  of  your  selling  boats  to  the  same  foreign 
government? — A.  We  do  have  different  plans  or  basis  of  conducting 
these  operations. 

Q.  Is  your  arrangement  with  the  Lake  Company  all  covered  by 
one  contract,  or  is  there  a  separate  contract  for  each  government 
to  which  you  sell  boats? — A.  There  are  separate  contracts;  there  are 
different  contracts  and  not  all  on  the  same  basis. 

Q.  To  what  governments  have  you  sold  boats? — A.  If  that  is  not 
important,  I  would  prefer  not  to  cover  that  question,  because  that  is 
private  business.  But  I  will  state,  with  your  permission,  that  may 
cover  the  point,  that  we  have  sold  boats  to  the  Russian  Government, 
sold  boats  to  the  Austrian  Government,  had  important  negotiations 
in  Italy,  but  farther  than  that  I  would  prefer  not  to  state. 

Q.  Have  you  sold  to  any  other  government? — A.  I  would  prefer 
not  to  answer  that.  That  would  give  competitors  an  opportunity 
of  knowing  about  business;  that  might  be  prejudicial. 

Q.  I  think  the  public  statistics  given  us,  which  have  been  incor- 
porated in  our  record,  show  the  number  of  submarine  boats  owned 
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by  each  government. — A.  But  you  understand  that  the  statement 
might  be  made  as  to  the  number  of  boats  owned,  but  that  might  not 
cover  the  matter  of  sales.  You  see  there  might  be  sales  in  anticipa- 
tion of  construction  and  delivery.  But  we  have  made  sales;  in 
fact,  there  are  four  boats  being  constructed  in  Russia  at  the  present 
time  for  the  Russian  Government,  a  very  important  contract. 

Q.  Now,  I  will  ask  you  again,  in  your  arrangement  with  the  Lake 
Company,  is  there  one  contract  with  the  Lake  Companv  covering 
both  Russia  and  Austria,  or  have  you  a  contract  with  ftussia  and 
another  for  Austria? — A.  We  have  different  contracts;  it  is  not  all 
in  one  contract. 

Q.  I  mean,  is  there  more  than  one  contract  for  Russia,  boats  sold 
to  Russia? — A.  I  will  answer  that  if  you  will  regard  it  as  important  i 
and  material,  but  I  would  be  in  hopes  that  that  would  not  have  any 
bearing  on  the  main  purpose  of  this  investigation. 

Q.  Well,  I  will  pass  tnat  for  a  moment  and  ask  you  whether  yon 
will  state  the  commission  which  you  received  upon  those  four  boats 
under  contract  with  Russia  now? — A.  That  certainly  would  be  very 
confidential  matter;  that  would  be  a  matter  of  private  business. 

Q.  Would  it  be  in  the  nature  of  a  certain  specific  commission,  \ 
certain  percentage  on  the  price  received  for  the  boat,  or  would  it  be  j 
in  the  nature  of  a  division  of  profits  upon  the  boats? — A.  That  I  ] 
could  not  answer  either  way.  That  is  a  complicated  contract,  so  that  \ 
I  could  not  make  a  specific  answer  for  it  either  one  way  or  the  other. 

Q.  Is  it  in  writing? — A.  Yes.  j 

Q.  And  could  be  produced?— A.  Yes.  At  the  same  time  you  caai 
appreciate  that  those  contracts  are  confidential  contracts  with  a : 
friendly  government  and  we  are  naturally  under  certain  obligations 
to  keep  tnose  matters  private. 

Q.  Would  you  obiect  to  stating  the  amount  of  commissions  or 
compensation  that  trie  Lake  Company  has  paid  you  for  the  sale  of 
bpats  to  Russia,  for  instance? — A,  Yes;  that  would  be  a  matter  of 
private  business  and  would  be  a  disclosure  of  private  affairs  that  I 
would  hope  that  you  would  not  ask  for.  That  is  so  far  removed  from 
the  purpose  of  the  investigation. 

Q.  As  I  have  said,  the  charges  made  by  Representative  Laity 
are  very  serious  as  to  the  amounts  paid  by  this  Government  for  its 
submarine  boats.  He  has  charged  that  the  Government  has  allowed 
the  manufacturer,  the  torpedo  boat  company,  to  make  an  unjust  profit 
of  more  than  a  million  dollars  through  the  incompetent  and  ineffi- 
cient officials  of  our  Navy  Department;  and  I  think  that  he  has  also 
testified,  or  at  least  it  has  been  suggested  here,  that  the  American 
Government  is  paying  much  more  for  such  boats  than  foreign  govern- 
ments. From  that  point  of  view,  having  those  charges  in  view,  is  it 
Sossible  that  the  inquiry  I  have  made  to  you  might  be  directly  in 
ne  with  this  inquiry? — A.  I  can  state  that  as  compared  with  the 
prices  at  which  we  have  sold  submarines  in  Europe  that  the  prices 
received  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  are  not  materially  more  nor 
materially  less. 

Q.  Than  the  prices  paid  by  the  United  States  for  the  so-called 
Holland  boat?— A.  Exactly. 

Q.  And  now  manufactured  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company?— A. 
ExactW. 

Q.  Still  the  question  of  what  would  be  an  excessive  and  unjust 
profit  might  depend  something  upon  the  amount  of  compensation  paid  : 
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for  the  sale  of  the  boat? — A.  But  I  am  comparing  the  prices  paid  by 
the  respective  governments  with  the  prices  paid  by  the  Unitea  States 
or  the  prices  at  which  the  United  States  has  entered  into  contracts. 

Q.  I  understood  your  comparison  from  that  point,  and  you  are 
stating  just  the  fact  that  the  United  States  is  not  at  any  disadvan- 
tage in  prices  paid  for  submarine  torpedo  boats? — A.  That  is  my 
statement. 

Q.  But  there  still  remains  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  manu- 
facturers who  supplied  these  boats  are  making — we  would  not,  of 
course,  inquire  if  thatVere  the  only  thing,  we  would  not  inquire  as  to 
whether  foreign  governments  are  paying  too  much,  but  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  United  States  Government  is  still  paying  an  exorbitant 
price,  and  the  amount  of  compensation  paid  for  a  sale  would  enter 
into  it. — A.  That  would  be  exceedingly  complicated,  so  far  as  we  are 
concerned,  because  it  is  not  in  a  form  that  could  be  specifically  stated. 
It  is  involved  with  other  transactions  and  other  services.  For 
instance,  my  telegraph  bill  which  I  rendered  to  the  Russian  Govern- 
ment amounted  to  over  $30,000,  and  it  comprises  some  ten  volumes, 
2  inches  thick.  Again,  the  compensation  and  services  rendered,  and 
contracts  together,  would  be  very  complicated,  and  in  my  judgment  1 
think  I  have  covered  the  point  by  stating  that  I  think  that  the  United 
States  has  not  contracted  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company  at  a  price 
substantially  in  excess  of  the  amount  paid  by  the  foreign  governments 
to  which  we  have  made  sales. 

Q.  Have  you  any  objection  to  stating  whether  such  items  as  tele- 
graph expenses  that  you  have  referred  to  under  your  contract  would 
be  paid  as  expenses  or  borne  by  you? — A.  I  would  prefer  not  to  give 
testimony  on  that.  You  see  that  is  a  question  of  my  own  relations 
and  accounting  with  the  Russian  Government. 

Q.  You  would  not  account  to  the  Russian  Government  for  your 
own  expenses? — A.  Yes;  in  certain  matters.  For  instance,  they  paid 
my  telegrams  and  cables  to  an  amount  of  over  $30,000. 

Q.  The  Russian  Government  did? — A.  Yes;  the  Russian  Govern- 
ment did. 

Q.  In  Russia  do  vou  deal  with  the  parliamentary  body  or  what 
would  be  the  equivalent  of  our  Navy  Department? — A.  We  deal  with 
what  is  equivalent  to  our  Naval  Department,  the  admiraltv. 

Q.  Who  is  the  head  of  that  department  in  Russia? — A.  Admiral 
Avelan,  and  the  chief  of  staff,  Admiral  Wironius,  Admiral  Brous- 
silloff. 

Q.  Do  you  speak  the  Russian  language? — A.  I  speak  it  sufficiently 
for  directing  the  coachman.  , 

Q.  Not  m  talking  with  the  admirals? — A.  Oh,  they  all  speak 
either  French  or  English. 

Q.  In  paying  these  telegraph  and  cable  expenses,  does  the  Russian 
Government  pav  them  to  vou  or  to  your  companv? — A.  To  Flint 
&Co. 

Q.  Do  they  pay  for  the  boats  to  the  Lake  Company  or  to  Flint 
&  Co.  ? — A.  They  pay  for  the  boats  to  Hart  O.  Berg  in  St.  Petersburg. 

Q.  Who  is  Mr.  Berg? — A.  Mr.  Berg  is  my  associate  and  agent. 

Q.  Is  he  a  Russian  or  an  American? — A.  He  is  an  American, 
residing  in  Paris. 

Q.  And  how  does  he  transmit  the  money  to  you,  or  to  the  Lake 
Company? — A.  Well,  he  keeps  some  and  transmits  some  to  me. 
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Q.  And  you  keep  some  and  transmit  some  to  the  Lake  Company! 
A.  Exactly. 

Q.  Do  you  account  to  the  Lake  Company  for  the  entire  procee 
of  the  boat  received  from  the  Russian  Government  by  Mr.  Berg! 
A.  Mr.  Berg  does.     In  some  cases  collections  have  been  made 
Mr.  Lake  when  he  has  been  in  St.  Petersburg. 

Q.  Is  Mr.  Berg  in  your  employ  or  is  he  an  employee  of  the  La 
Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  Both  of  us;  he  acts  for  Mr.  Lake  a 
he  is  also  an  associate  of  mine. 

Q.  How  are  his  expenses  paid? — A.  He  pays  the  bulk  of  the 
I  pay  part  and  some  expenses  have  been  paid  Mr.  Lake. 

Q.  The  Russians  are  pretty  satisfactory  persons  to  deal  with,  i 
they  not? — A.  They  are  very  satisfactory.  If  you  have  their  a 
Udence  they  are  exceedingly  liberal  and  fair. 

Q.  How  are  the  prices  paid  for  the  boats  fixed? — A.  Fixed  by  1 
admiralty. 

Q.  Your  written  contracts  with  the  Lake  Company,  you  prefer  i 
to  produce? — A.  No;  I  prefer  not  to  produce  those. 

Q.  I  suppose  the  contract  could  be  produced  by  the  Lake  Torpc 
Boat  Company  as  well  as  by  you? — A.  I  should  suppose  so. 


Q.  It  is  made  in  duplicate? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
Th    ~  "~  


ihe  Chairman.  The  committee  will  consider  whether  the  witn 
should  be  compelled  to  answer  the  question  and  will  decide  upon  ' 
materiality  of  those  questions  in  the  future.  It  may  depend  u\ 
the  evidence  as  it  progresses  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Howard,  do  you  wish  to  ask  this  witness  any  questions? 

Mr.  Broussard,  do  you  wish  to  propound  any  questions  to  t 
witness? 

Senator  Thurston,  do  you  wish  to  have  any  questions  propounc 
to  this  witness  ? 

Senator  Thurston.  The  following  questions,  Mr.  Chairman: 

ByJMr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  These  questions  are  submitted  by  Senator  Thurston,  and  at 
request  they  are  put  to  you.  "Did  you  testify  that  you  did  not  U 
phone  to  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  as  sworn  to  by  him  as  follows:  'I  recer 
a  call  on  the  telephone.  I  answered  it  and  recognized  Mr.  Charles 
Flint's  voice.  He  stated,  in  substance,  that  certain  parties,  wh 
names  he  did  not  mention,  but  who,  he  said,  were  at  that  time  un 
investigation,  had  sent  to  him  and  stated  that  they  wanted  peace  i 
plenty  of  it ;  that  they  thought  the  Lake  people  were  responsible 
the  investigation,  and  that  they  wanted  to  know  where  I  could 
seen.  I  told  Mr.  Flint  that  I  was  at  the  Engineers'  Club  and  he  co 
see  me  there.  He  said  he  would  come  right  up.'" — A.  Well,  I 
not  remember  the  sending  of  that  telephone. 

Q.  The  question  is,  Are  you  positive  that  you  did  not  so  tell  1 
in  substance  as  he  has  sworn? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  so  telephoning? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  The  next  question:  "Was  that  not  the  beginning  of  the  ( 
posed  negotiations?" — A.  The  beginning  of  the  proposed negotiati 
was  when  Mr.  Browne  came  to  me,  and  I  suppose  that  I  must  h 
telephoned  or  communicated  with  Mr.  Lake.  I  do  not  remem 
whether  that  was  the  first  communication.  .But  on  that  point  ] 
Lake  would  remember  better  than  If  because  it  is  a  matter  of  m 
importance  to  him. 
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Q.  The  next  question  is:  "  Will  you  testify  that  when  you  met  him 
at  the  Engineers1  Club  after  telephoning  for  the  appointment  you  did 
-not  have  a  conversation  as  sworn  to  by  him  as  follows:1' 

He  stated  that  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Froet  were  in  a  room  downtown;  that  they  had 
sent  a  man  to  see  him  and  wanted  to  know  if  they  could  not  renew  the  negotiations 
that  had  been  discussed  previously  in  regard  to  securing  the  Lake  Company's  inter- 
ests, or  if  something  could  not  be  done  to  stop  the  investigation.  He  said  that  both 
were  apparently  very  much  concerned  about  the  Lilley  investigation  and  he  thought 
they  were  willing  to  do  most  anything  to  stop  it.  I  told  him  I  had  absolutely  nothing 
to  do  with  this  investigation  in  any  way,  shape,  or  fashion;  did  not  know  an  investi- 
gation was  to  be  made;  that  I  hardly  knew  Mr.  Lilley,  having  only  just  recently 
Been  introduced  to  him  and  having  met  him  only  once  since  then;  that  I  did  not 
believe,  even  if  I  were  disposed  to  stop  the  investigation  which  had  been  started, 
that  there  was  any  possible  way  in  which  it  could  be  done,  as  I  took  it  the  matter 
was  entirely  out  of  Mr.  Iilley's  nands. 

I  think  Mr.  Flint's  reply  to  that  was:  "  Well,  there  is  no  need  of  your  telling  them 
that  and  I  don1 1  see  that  there  is  any  harm  in  listening  to  their  offer. ' '  He  asked  me  if 
I  had  any  objection  to  his  hearing  their  proposition.  I  said  no,  I  had  not.  He  then 
called  up  on  the  phone  and  made  an  appointment  to  see  some  one  in  reference  to 
the  matter — I  do  not  know  whom.  He  said  he  would  return,  which  he  did  in  the 
course  of  a  couple  of  hours.  According  to  my  recollection  the  proposition  which 
he  then  submitted  was  this: 

The  Electric  Boat  Company  would  give  $1,000,000  in  preferred  stock  and  $2,000,000 
in  common  stock  if  I  would  turn  our  United  States  rights  6Ver  to  them  and  use  what- 
ever influence  we  might  have  to  stop  the  investigation. 

My  reply  to  that  was:  "It  does  not  interest  me." 

He  stated,  1  believe,  that  this  proposition  had  been  made  to  him  by  a  man  by  the 
name  of  Brown,  and  that  Brown  wanted  to  arrange  for  him  and  myBelf  to  meet  Rice 
and  Frost.  I  said  I  could  not  do  that  under  any  circumstances.  He  then  said: 
"Well,  have  you  any  objection  to  my  meeting  them?,,  I  told  him  he  was  free  to  do 
as  he  pleased.  He  then  called  up  a  man  whom  I  assumed  to  be  Brown,  and  I  took 
it  from  the  way  the  conversation  was  carried  on  tnat  Brown  was  in  the  same  room 
with  Messrs.  Rice  and  Frost.  Mr.  Flint  stated  to  the  man  at  the  other  end  of  the 
wire  that  he  would  be  glad  to  see  his  party  if  they  would  call  at  his  house.  Mr.  Flint 
informed  me  that  they  would  not  come  to  his  house  as  they  were  afraid-  that  they 
were  being  watched;  that  they  thought  Mr.  Lilley  had  a  detective  on  them,  but 
that  they  would  meet  him  at  the  Gilsey  House.  He  refused  to  meet  them  at  the 
Gilsey  House,  saying  that  if  they  wanted,  to  talk  business  they  must  come  to  him. 

The  question  is  whether  you  had  such  a  conversation? — A.  I  have 
stated  in  general  as  much  as  I  remember  of  the  conversation.  Now, 
Mr.  Lake  would  remember  that  conversation  more  in  detail  than  I, 
because  it  was  a  matter  of  i/itense  interest  to  him,  and  in  that  stage 
was  of  little  or  no  importance  or  interest  to  me,  and  I  think  that  my 
testimony  has  covered  it  so  far  as  I  remember. 

Q.  Then,  do  you  say  that  what  you  have  already  testified  you 
adhere  to?  Is  there  anything  in  tnis  question  that  leads  you  to 
modify  it? — A.  No. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  frame  of  my 
question  is  Will  he  testify  that  that  conversation  did  not  occur?  lie 
ought  to  answer  that. 

Q.  Will  you  testify  that  when  you  met  him,  that  is,  Mr.  Lake,  at 
the  Engineers'  Club,  after  telephoning  for  the  appointment,  you  did 
not  have  the  conversation  as  sworn  to  by  him? — A.  Now,  there  are 
certain  details  there  that  I  happen  to  remember.  Forinstance,  I  remem- 
ber that  the  hotel  was  the  St.  Kegis.  It  impressed  itself  as  being  one  of 
the  most  expensive  hotels  in  New  York  City  instead  of  the  least, 
and  I  remembered  that,  and  I  do  not  conflict  with  the  testimony  as 
given  by  Mr.  Lake,  and  he  remembers  the  conversation,  being  in- 
tensely interested  in  it,  better  than  I,  perhaps. 

Q.  Then  did  he  sav,  "it  does  not  interest  me!" — A.  That  was  the 
substance  or  the  effect.     I  do  not  remember  the  language.     But 
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when  I  saw  Mr.  Browne  I  told  him  that  I  did  not — that  Mr.  Lake 
was  indifferent  and  I  did  not  believe  any  business  would  result,  but 
I  do  not  remember  the  words,  but  in  effect  I  reported  to  Mr.  Browne 
that  there  was  nothing  to  be  accomplished,  I  did  not  think  anything 
could  be. 

The  Chairman.  The  quotation  is  so  long,  you  may  have  missed  the 
real  gist  of  the  question  propounded  by  Senator  Tiiurston,  which  is 
whether  you  will  testify  that  you  did  not  have  such  a  conversation! 

A.  In  general  I  will  not  testify  that  I  did  not  have  it. 

Q.  I  ask  you  this  question:  You  have  already  testified  that  jom 
did  not  say  to  Mr.  Lake  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  would  give 
$1,000,000  preferred  stock  and  $2,000,000  in  common  stock?— A.  I 
know  that  I  was  not  authorized  to  make  any  such  offer.  I  was  not 
in  that  position.  But  I  repeated  to  Mr.  Lake  what  Mr.  Browne 
said;  but  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  real  business,  I  do  not  remember 
the  details  of  it.  It  did  not  get  to  that  point.  It  was  simply  in  the 
position  where  a  promoter  was  endeavoring  to  make  a  commission 
or  make  a  profit. 

Q.  Senator  Thurston's  next  question  is  this:  "Will  you  testify 
that  his  sworn  statement  of  that  conversation  is  not  correct  in 
substance?" — A.  I  have  answered  that.     I  have  nothing  to  add. 

The  Chairman.  In  order  to  make  the  record  clear,  won't  you  be 
kind  enough  to  answer  each  of  these  questions  categorically,  whether 
you  have  previously  testified  to  it  or  not?  It  may  save  a  great  deal 
of  time  and  make  the  record  much  clearer  and  get  what  Senator 
Thurston  wants  to  have  gotten  on  the  record,  and  which  he  is 
entitled  to. 

Q.  The  question  is:  "Will  you  testify  that  his  (Mr.  Lake's) 
sworn  statement  of  that  conversation  is  not  correct  in  substance?''' — 
A.  No. 

Q.  "Do  you  mean  to  testify  that  no  such  conversation  took  place  in 
substance  as  sworn  to  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  or  is  it  your  answer  that 
you  do  not  remember?  — A.  My  answer  is  that  except  so  far  as  I 
have  answered  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  The  next  question  is:  "Was  not  the  conversation  in  substance 
as  sworn  to  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake?" — A.  In  general;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  Mr.  Lake's  testimony  about  the 
telephone  and  personal  conversations  is  not  true  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  "Will  vou  testify  that  Mr.  Lake's  statement,  as  follows,  is  not 
true?"— 

Not  being  able  to  come  to  any  satisfactory  arrangement,  as  I  took  it  from  the  conver- 
sation over  the  phone,  Mr.  Flint  left,  and,  I  believe,  went  to  his  office.  I  do  not  know 
whether  they  met  or  not,  but  I  gave  Mr.  Flint  distinctly  to  understand  that  I  would 
not  be  interested  in  any  stock  proposition,  even  to  the  extent  of  submitting  it  to  my 
board  of  directors.  Later  he  returned  and  stated  that  they  were  disposed  to  give  con- 
siderable cash — my  recollection  is  that  the  price  named  was  $1,000,000  in  cash  and 
some  other  consideration  in  the  nature  of  royalties.  I  told  him  I  did  not  believe  they 
had  $1,000,000  in  hand,  as  I  had  and  still  have  some  of  their  notes,  which  they  have 
recently  renewed,  and  of  which  their  attorneys  knew.  It  seemed  to  me  they  would 
have  considerable  difficulty  at  this  time  in  raising  $1,000,000  in  cash,  and  that  probably 
the  whole  negotiations  were  being  conducted  on  their  part  with  some  ulterior  motive 
in  view  with  regard  to  this  investigation.  I  told  Mr.  Flint  I  did  not  care  to  give  the 
matter  any  further  consideration.  He  agreed  with  me  that  the  probabilities  were  that 
their  object  was  as  I  had  stated. 

Now  the  question  is,  Will  you  testify  that  Mr.  Lake's  statement  is 
not  true  ? — A.  No.    I  desire  to  state  that  I  did  not  know  of  any  author- 
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ized  proposition  from  the  Electric  Boat  Company;  that  whatever 
was  suggested  was  from  Mr.  Browne,  whose  position,  as  has  already 
been  stated,  was  that  of  a  promotor. 

Q.  The  next  question  is:  "Will  you  swear  that  Mr.  Lake  in  any  of 
the  foregoing  testimony  has  testified  to  anything  which  did  not  actu- 
ally take  place  between  Mr.  Lake  and  yourself?" — A.  Substantially 
that  statement  is  correct,  but  in  some  matters,  I  haven't  it  in  mind — 
matters  of  detail,  why,  there  is  a  certain  natural  difference  that  is  not 
material. 

Q.  The  next  question  is  this:  "Is  your  recollection  of  the  trans- 
actions such  as  to  enable  you  to  swear  that  Mr.  Lake's  version  of 
them  is  not  true?" — A.  No. 

Q.  The  next  question  by  Senator  Thurston  is:  "Will  you  please 
read  Mr.  Lake's  statement  of  these  transactions  and  interviews  as 
printed  on  pages  1086  and  1087  of  the  record,  and  then  point  out  any 
one  or  more  statements  which  are  not  true?" — A.  (After  reading 
part  of  record  referred  to.)  On  page  1086  he  stated  that  "certain 
parties  at  that  time  who  were  under  investigation  sent  to  him  and 
stated" — I  had  no  knowledge,  I  had  not  seen  the  parties  there 
referred  to,  and  I  had  no  knowledge  of  what  they  stated.  I  simply 
knew  what  Mr.  Browne  put  in  his  negotiations,  but  I  had  no  knowl- 
edge as  to  what  the  parties  had  stated.  And  in  the  telephone  I 
indicated  that  Mr.  Browne  had  come  from  the  Electric  boatpeople. 

On  the  same  page  it  says  I  stated  that  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Frost  were 
in  a  room  downtown.  I  did  not  know  that  they  were  in  a  room 
downtown,  but  I  have  already  testified  that  I  telephoned  Mr.  Browne 
was  with  Mr.  Rice,  but  I  do  not  remember  whether  Mr  Frost  was 
there  or  not. 

I  remember  that  Mr.  Lake  said  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
investigation;  I  remember  that.  It  says:  "I  told  nim  that  I  had 
absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  the  investigation."  That  meant,  I 
suppose,  that  he  nad  nothing  to  do  with  the  initiation  of  it.  He 
saicl:  "I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  harm  in  listening  to  their  offer." 
That  was  his  attitude  at  that  moment. 

Now,  in  stating  that  a  proposition  was  submitted  I  was  repeating 
the  suggestion  that  Mr.  Browne  had  made,  but  I  never  understood 
that  there  was  any  firm  offer  or  business  proposition.  I  understood 
that  Mr.  Browne  was  endeavoring  to  bring  the  parties  together,  and 
he  used  me  owing  to  my  acquaintance  with  Mr.  Lake. 

I  have  stated  before  that  the  Gilsey  House  was  not  mentioned. 
It  was  the  St.  Regis  Hotel. 

As  to  the  conclusions  that  the  whole  negotiations  were  being  con- 
ducted on  their  part  with  some  ulterior  motive  in  view  with  regard  to 
this  investigation,  I  knew,  that  in  general,  his  attitude  was  that  the 
negotiation  was  not  serious.  I  do  not  remember  just  the  words  in 
which  he  made  the  statement.  His  memory  on  that  would  be  very 
much  better  than  mine. 

So  that, in  general, that  was  the  idea  of  the  conversation,  and  I  do 
not  remember  the  details  of  it  for  reasons  before  stated. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lake  tell  you  he  held  some  notes  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company?— A.  I  have  already  testified  that  he  showed  me  a  note, 
but  I  do  not  remember  at  what  interview. 

Q.  The  next  question  is:  "If  he  so  told  you,  what  led  up  to  such 
statement?" — A.  I  do  not  remember,  but  I  know  that  it  was  for  the 
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purpose  of  having  me  understand  that  they  did  not  have  any  real 
money,  and  then  came  the  idea  that  he  did  regard  these  negotiations 
seriously,  and  I  so  indicated  to  Mr.  Browne. 

Q.  "In  your  first  conversation  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake  at  the  Engi- 
neers' Club,  to  which  you  have  testified,  did  you  not,  in  stating  to  Mr. 
Lake  the  proposition  for  him  to  consider,  write  on  a  slip  or  slips  of 
paper  the  amount  in  stock  as  stated  by  him — that  is  $1,000,000  in 
preferred  stock  and  $2,000,000  in  common  stock  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  ? ' ' — A.  Not  that  I  remember.  I  generally  make  memoranda 
when  I  am  talking  a  serious  negotiation,  but  I  do  not  remember  that 
I  regarded  that  this  came  within  that  class.  I  had  about  the  same 
view  of  it  that  Mr.  Lake  has  expressed  there. 

Q.  "Did  you  not  at  that  time  write  on  a  slip  or  slips  of  paper  any 
proposed  amounts  and  push  them  over  for  Mr.  Lake  to  read  ? — A.  Not 
that  I  remember. 

Q.  "After  he  read  them  did  he  not  state  'It  does  not  interest  me,1 
and  did  you  not  then  and  there  tear  up  those  slips  of  paper?" — A.  Not 
that  I  remember,  but  I  remember,  as  I  before  stated,  the  business  he 
did  not  regard  as  serious. 

Q.  "When  you  returned  later  to  see  Mr.  Lake,  as  testified  by  him 
on  page  1087,  did  you  not,  in  stating  the  new  proposition,  mention 
the  amount  to  be  paid  in  cash  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  and  did 
you  not  write  figures  and  amounts  on  a  slip  of  paper  and  pass  it  over 
for  Mr.  Lake  to  read  ?" — A.  I  don't  remember,  but  I  know — I  am 
satisfied  it  was  prior  to  that  time  that  Mr.  Lake  had  indicated  that 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  did  not  have  cash. 

Q.  "Did  not  Mr.  Simon  Lake  then  say  to  you  that  he  did  not  care 
to  give  the  matter  further  consideration?" — A.  Substantially,  yes. 

Q.  "Did  you  not  then  tear  up  the  slip  of  paper  on  which  you  had 
written  the  figures?" — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  "Was  not  the  conversation  which  took  place  at  the  Engineers' 
Club  such  as  would  lead  Mr.  Lake  to  believe  that  Mr.  Browne  came 
from  or  represented  Mr.  Rice?" — A.  Certainly;  that  Mr.  Browne 
came  from  Mr.  Rice. 

Q.  "Came  from  or  represented  Mr.  Rice?" — A.  Certainly. 

Q.  "Did  you  not  think  that  Mr.  Lake  thought  Mr.  Browne  came 
from  Mr.  Rice  ?  "—A.  Yes. 

Q.  "Do  you  remember  in  calling  Mr.  Lake  over  the  phone,  of  saying 
the  Electric  boat  people  had  approached  you  again  and  that  you 
thought  they  wanted  'peace  and  plenty  of  it/orwordstothateffect?" — 
A.  That  conversation  I  do  not  remember,  but  I  am  positive  that  I 
had  no  conversation  with  the  Electric  boat  people  and  that  whatever 
was  said  was  said  at  the  solicitation  of  Mr.  Browne,  who  wanted  me  to 
call  Mr.  Lake  up. 

Q.  "Do  you  remember  Mr.  Simon  Lake  saying  to  you  that  when  a 
cash  sum  was  mentioned  that  he,  Mr.  Lake,  held  some  notes  of  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  and  that  he  did  not  believe  that  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  could  raise  $1,000,000  in  cash?" — A.  I  know  that 
Mr.  Lake  did  not  believe  that  they  could  raise  the  monev  and  that 
he  did  not  regard  the  business  seriously. 

Q.  "From  whom  did  you  get  the  figures  you  submitted  to  Mr. 
Lake?" — A.  Whatever  I  got  I  received  from  Mr.  Browne.  I  never 
had  any  communications  of  any  kind  with  any  of  the  officers  of  any 
of  the  parties  financially  interested  in  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 
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Q.  "Did  Mr.  Browne  give  you  any  figures  of  any  kind  to  submit  to 
Mr.  Lake?" — A.  I  am  under  the  impression  that  he  did,  but  they 
were  the  figures  of  an  enterprising  promoter  and  made  no  special 
imnression.* 

Q.  That  is  the  last  of  Senator  Thurston's  question.  There  are  a 
few  that  occur  to  me  to  ask  on  behalf  of  the  committee.  Who  were 
with  you  when  you  had  this  conversation  with  Mr.  Lake?" — A. 
Part  of  the  time  there  was  not  anyone,  and  then  at  one  time  Mr. 
Berg  was  there. 

Q.  What  reason  would  there  be,  if  you  wished  to  mention  any  fig- 
ures to  Mr.  Lake,  what  reason  would  there  be  for  your  putting  them 
I  on  a  slip  of  paper  and  passing  them  over  to  him  and  then  tearing 
up  the  slip? — A.  I  do  not  remember  of  that  being  done,  and  what 
surprised  me  was  that  Mr.  Lake's  attitude  was  such,  as  he  testifies,, 
ana  the  actual  position  was  such  that  I  should  not  suppose  that  it 
got  to  a  sufficiently  serious  stage  where  I  wanted  to  even  write  a 
memorandum. 

Q.  If  you  wanted  to  tell  him  that  the  Electric  boat  people  had 
offered  a  million  dollars,  was  there  any  particular  reason  why  you 
would  not  mention  it  to  him  right  out? — A.  Not  at  all;  that  is  to 
say,  there  would  not  be  any  reason  why  I  should  not  mention  what 
Mr.  Browne  had  said.  On  the  contrary,  there  would  be  every  reason. 
I  should. 

Q.  Is  it  merely  the  point  of  putting  it  on  a  piece  of  paper? — A. 
There  is  no  point  at  all  m  that.  That  might  be  simple,  if  it  was  done,, 
but  I  do  not  remember  that  it  was.  It  might  be  written,  perhaps,, 
to  make  it  clearer. 

Q.  Had  Mr.  Rice  spoken  to  you  about  the  Lake  Boat  Company'a 
interest  in  submarine  boats  ? — A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  Mr.  Lake  that  ne  had  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Then  what  Mr.  Lake  says  on  page  1085,  "  According  to  my  recol- 
lection the  conversation  with  Mr.  Flint  was  in  substance  that  Mr. 
Rice  had  spoken  to  him  about  the  purchase  of  the  Lake  Company's 
interest  in  the  submarine  business  and  wanted  him  to  find  out  if  it 
was  for  sale  and  at  what  price.' ' — A.  As  I  have  stated,  I  had  no  con- 
versation whatever  with  Mr.  Rice  or  any  officer  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  for  six  months.  In  fact,  I  have  never  met  Mr.  Frost ;  I  do 
not  know  him. 

Q.  Then  the  question  is,  did  you  tell  Mr.  Lake  you  had  had  that 
conversation?— A.  He  understood  that  I  had  not.  He  knew  that  I 
refused  to  go  to  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Rice  refused  to  come  to  my  house. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Lake  that  you  thought  it  would  be  better  for 
him  and  his  stockholders  to  take  a  sum  of  money,  say  a  million  and  a 
half  dollars,  and  let  more  experienced  people  handle  the  business  end 
of  the  submarine  matter  ?— A.  I  do  not  remember.  In  a  very  general 
wajr  I  encouraged  the  negotiation  which  Mr.  Browne  started. 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  him  that  you  thought  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany had  a  very  high  opinion  of  his  ability  as  an  inventor,  and  they 
would  be  disposed  to  pay  him  a  very  high  salary  to  act  as  consulting 
engineer? — A.  It  would  be  a  natural  thing  to  say.  I  think  very 
likely.     And  he  certainly  would  be  entitled  to  that  comment. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  the  estimation  in  which  he  was  held  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  think  that  I  assumed  that.  He 
had  had  a  very  successful  record. 
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Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  you  had  any  information  of  that  kind 
from  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  I  think  that  I  might  have 
got  that  idea  when  I  talked  with  Mr.  Rice  over  a  year  ago.  I  knew 
that  they  had  a  very  high  opinion  of  Mr.  Lake's  ability. 

Q.  You  have  testified  several  times  that  there  was  nothing  said 
about  this  investigation  in  this  interview  between  you  and  Mr. 
Simon  Lake. — A.  I  have  not  stated  that.  I  have  not  testified  to 
that.  I  have  testified  that  I  did  not  remember  any  specific  talk 
about  it  in  connection  with  any  proportion,  but  that  the  subject 
was  generally  referred  to. 

O.  Did  he  say  whether  or  not  he  could  stop  the  investigation  I— 
A.  I  do  not  remember  of  his  saying  it,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  siehj 
an  absurd  statement  would  have  lodged  on  my  memory.  A  state- 
ment as  absurd  as  that  would  have  attracted  my  attention.  It 
would  be  a  perfectly  ridiculous  proposition,  and  as  Mr.  Lake  his 
always  impressed  me  as  a  sane  man,  I  think  that  would  have  attracted 
my  attention. 

Q.  What  would  you  think  of  his  condition  when  he  said,  "I  told 
him,"  meaning  yourself,  "that  I  had  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with 
this  investigation  in  anyway,  shape,  or  fashion.  I  did  not  know  that 
an  investigation  was  to  be  made.  I  hardly  knew  Mr.  Lilley,  having 
only  just  been  introduced  to  him,  and  having  met  him,  and  I  did  not 
believe,  even  if  I  were  disposed  to  stop  this  investigation  which  hai 
been  started,  that  there  was  any  possible  way  in  which  it  could  be 
done." — A.  I  think  that  the  statement  in  that  regard — there  was  no 
way  he  could  stop  it,  so  very  naturally I 

Q.  You  have  just  stated  he  "did  not  say  he  did  not  believe  he  could 
stop  it. — A.  No;  I  did  not  exactly  say  that.  I  intended  to  convey 
the  idea  that  such  an  idea  would  be  so  absurd,  if  he  had  made  the 
statement  that  he  could  stop  it,  or  materially  influence  it,  it  would 
be  so  ridiculous  that  it  would  have  attracted  my  attention,  and  there- 
fore I  am  satisfied  that  he  never  did  make  any  such  ridiculous  state- 
ment. 

Q.  Did  you  sav  to  him  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  would  give 
a  million  in  preferred  stock  and  two  million  in  common  stock?— A. 
Not  that  I  remember.  I  had  no  authorization,  no  serious  proposi- 
tion to  submit  to  that  effect;  and  if  I  had  had,  I  would  have  remem- 
bered it. 

Q.  Then  did  vou  later  say  to  him  that  they  were  disposed  to  give 
xjonsiderablecash — a  million  dollars  in  cash — and  some  other  considera- 
tion in  the  nature  of  a  royalty? — A.  I  was  not  in  any  position  to  make 
any  serious  proposition  of  that  kind,  and  I  certainly  did  not  make 
it.  I  might  have  repeated  some  ideas  of  Mr.  Browne  who  was 
-endeavoring  to  bring  the  parties  together,  and  was  very  sugges- 
tive. 

Q.  "Previous  to  the  Newport  trials,  did  not  Mr.  Rice  dine  with 
you,  and  did  you  not  afterwards  tell  Mr.  Simon  Lake  that  Mr.  Bice 
.wished  to  know  if  some  arrangement  could  not  be  made  to  buy  out 
the  Lake  interests?" — A.  Mr.  Rice  did  not  dine  with  me.  There  was 
a  supper  given  to  the  Russian  ambassador,  at  which  Mr.  Rice  was 
present,  that  was  the  only  occasion,  and  we  had  our  legs  under  tte 
same  table,  but  I  do  not  remember  about  any  suggestion  to  that 
effect. 

Q.  Who  gave  the  supper? — A.  Saffonoff.  He  is  the  celebrated 
musician  that  led  the  orchestra  at  the  coronation  of  Nicholas  II.       , 
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Q.  I  suppose  there  was  plenty  of  music  at  the  supper? — A.  Yes,  and 
some  champagne. 

m  The  Chairman.  Mr.  Littleton,  do  you  care  to  have  these  ques- 
tions submitted  now? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  do  not  care  for  them.  A  good  many  of  them 
have  been  covered  in  the  examination  already  made. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  any  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives present  who  desires  to  ask  this  witness  any  questions? 

Is  there  any  other  person  present  in  person  or  by  counsel  interested 
in  this  investigation  who  wishes  to  ask  any  questions  of  this  witness? 

If  not,  Mr.  Flint,  the  question  of  your  producing  the  contract  and 
the  memoranda  and  letters  referred  to  in  the  subpoena,  and  the  an- 
swering of  these  questions  relative  to  the  possible  make-up  of  a  part 
of  the  cost  to  foreign  governments  of  boats  sold  by  you,  will  be  con- 
sidered by  the  committee,  and  if  subsequent  evidence  makes  it  mate- 
rial for  them  to  be  answered,  we  shall  have  to  insist  upon  your  coming 
back  and  answering  them  and  producing  the  contract.  Until  such 
time  you  may  consider  yourself  as  discharged. 

TESTIMONY  OF  GRANT  HUGH  BROWNE. 

Grant  Hugh  Browne,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  exam- 
ined, testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Howard,  will  you  examine  this  witness? 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Will  you  give  the  stenographer  your  name,  age,  and  place  of 
business? — A.  Grant  Hugh  Browne;  age,  44;  business,  115  Broad- 
way, New  York. 

Q.  What  is  your  business? — A.  Promoter,  I  think,  from  what  I 
have  heard  to-day. 

Q.  What  is  a  promoter? — A.  I  don't  know.  Some  people  would 
call  me  a  broker.  Others  might  call  my  business  negotiation,  but  1 
think  we  are  commonly  known  as  promoters. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  Mr.  Flint's  distinction  between  a  promoter  and  a 
negotiator? — A.  I  heard  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  it  was? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  a  promotor  used  his  breath  and  blew  up  the  fire,  and  the 
negotiator  dia  the  cooking  or  skinning. — A.  No;  he  called  himself  an 
organizer,  and  I  disagree  with  Mr.  Flint.  I  think  that  in  most  of  the 
work  that  I  have  done,  I  commenced  from  the  beginning  and  finished 
it. 

Q.  Where  you  merely  commenced  and  somebody  else  finished; 
what  are  you,  then,  a  promoter  or  organizer? — A.  I  think  I  would  be 
a  very  cheap  promoter. 

Q.  "Promoter  in  the  first  stages  ? — A.  Yes. 

§»..  Where  did  you  learn  this  profession? — A.  Being  knocked  about, 
ed  about  in  the  world. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  filled  it?— A.  I  think  since  1892  or  1893. 

Q.  Generally  speaking,  I  do  not  want  to  inquire  into  your  private 
business,  but  what  luck  have  you  had? — A.  Generally  speaking, 
some  years  good  luck,  other  years  very  bad. 

Q.  What  are  the  conditions  that  make  the  good  years  and  the  lean 
years?— A.  The  promoting  business,  from  the  time  of  Mr.  McKinley's 
inauguration  up  to  a  year  and  a  half  ago,  has  been  very  profitable: 
since  then  there  has  been  nothing  doing. 
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Q.  Would  you  like  to  see  prosperity  in  promoting  return  ? — A.  Yes,    i 
sir.  j 

Q.  A  promoter  is  a  very  good  barometer  of  prosperity.     Can't  you    I 
promote  prosperity  ? — A/  Not  without  some  assistance  from  head- 
quarters. 

Q.  Then  about  what  has  been  the  range  of  your  activity  as  pro-    \ 
moter? — A.  In  what  respect y  sir? 

Q.  You  have  been  in  the  business  of  promoting;  about  how  many 
different  divergent  propositions  have  you  succeeded  in  promoting l-^- 
A.  A  good  many. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  organize  a  Bible  trust? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Let  us  get  the  extreme. — A.  I  have  organized  what  is  commonly 
known  as  one  of  the  lead  trusts,  the  Unitea  Lead  Company:  what  is 
commonly  known  as  the  lithograph  trust,  the  Consolidated  Litho- 
graph Company;  organized  the  American  Farm  Products  Company, 
which  is  known  as  the  butter  trust;  organized  by-products  company, 
which  is  a  company  in  the  South  dealing  with  by-products  of  different 
kinds,  deals  in  plants  making  turpentine  and  by-products.  I  have 
assisted  in  numerous  other  organizations,  and  in  1898, 1899,  and  1900 
I  was  located  most  of  that  time  abroad  buying  some  ships  for  the 
American  Government  in  the  Spanish  war,  and  afterwards  making 
contracts  for  war  material  on  my  own  initiative  with  other  govern- 
ments. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  run  into  the  Sherman  antitrust  law? — A.  No,  air. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  it  ? — A.  I  have  heard  of  it.  i 

Q.  You  have  not  been  investigated  yourself  yet? — A.  Not  yet;     ': 
no,  sir.  I 

Q.  You  know  the  law  pretty  well? — A.  Fairly  well;  yes,  sir.  *l 

Q.  You  have  organized  free  from  any  contact  with  it?— A.  Yes,    1 
sir;  I  have  never  had  anything  to  do  with  rebates  or  the  railroads,  so 
that  I  had  been  rather  far  away  from  the  penalties  of  the  Sherman 
Act. 

Q.  No  pure  monopolies? — A.  No,  sir;  no  pure  monopolies.  ' 

Q.  In  taking  hold  of  this  submarine  project  were  vou  looking  into 
the  direction  of  a  monopoly  there? — A.  I  saw  what  1  thought  was  a 
good  opportunity  for  business. 

Q.  Now  tell  lis  all  about  that. — A.  On  March  19,  going  in  from 
home  to  New  York,  I  was  reading  the  morning  papers,  and  I  had     j 
kept  pretty  well  posted  on  what  had  been  going  on  in  Washington     ' 
in  this  submarine  investigation,  simply  from  the  standpoint  of  a 
layman  whose  interest  was  in  all  pubhc  cases.  { 

Q.  You  had  your  nose  up  in  the  air  then? — A.  Yes;  because  I  had 
taken  up  this  same  subject  with  Mr.  Rice  a  year  ago,  and  on  March      ' 
19  of  this  year  I  reapproached  him  on  that  subject,  and  that  reap-      { 
proachment  was  occasioned  entirely  owing  to  the  very  forcible  man-      ' 
ner  it  was  brought  to  my  attention  by  the  press:  it  was  owing  to  no 
one's  initiative  but  my  own.  { 

Q.  Well,  now,  what  was  it  that  impressed  you — that  is,  you  said  ' 
this  is  the  second  occasion;  suppose  you  get  back  to  the  first;  let  us 
have  the  history  of  that. — A.  A  year  ago  in  March — I  should  think 
the  end  of  March,  1907 — I  met  Mr.  Rice  once  or  twice  and  suggested 
to  him  the  purchase  of  the  Lake  submarine  business,  and  it  struck 
me  that  his  mind  was  very  receptive.  At  that  time  he  told  me  that  \ 
he  did  not  consider  Lake  had  so  much  to  sell.     He  did  not  think  it 
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ras  worth  while  considering  seriously.  Of  course,  I  advocated  the 
jake  side  of  it  without  discussion  with  Mr.  Lake.  I  did  not  see 
fr.  Lake;  never  saw  him  until  I  saw  him  here  to-day. 

Q.  Was  that  in  the  interest  of  the  promoter? — A.  Nothing  else. 

Q.  You  had  to  get  into  it  from  one  side  or  the  other? — A.  Had  to 
pt  into  it  from  one  side  or  the  other. 

Q.  You  could  not  carry  on  the  debate? — A.  No. 

Q.  Go  on:  I  am  interested  in  your  process.  I  may  have  to  go 
nto  it  myself. — A.  And  Mr.  Rice  nad  a  very  small  idea  of  the  value 
tf  the  Lake  patents,  and  I  knew  it  was  foolish  to  go  on  with  the  nego- 
iations  from  his  standpoint.  I  could  not  convince  him  that  the 
lake  was  worth  considering  very  much,  so  he  said  something  about 
lot  doing  anything  before  the  tests.  I  suggested  to  him  to  make  a 
igure  for  the  Lake  people;  if  they  were  successful  they  would  be 
laid  a  big  price,  what  would  be  considered  from  my  standpoint  as  a 
rig  price;  if  they  were  a  failure  pay  them  a  nuisance  value,  which 
ras  put  on  the  basis  of  25  per  cent  to  100  per  cent  on  the  other.  If 
he  Lake  people  won  at  the  Newport  trials  I  think  I  suggested  a 
oillion  and  a  half  to  two  million  dollars;  if  the  Electric  boat  defeated 
be  Lake  boat,  then  I  would  suggest  25  per  cent  of  it.  Lake  had  for 
en  or  fifteen  yeart  been  working  very  hard  and  was  bound  to  make 
limself  felt  sooner  or  later,  and  I  thought  it  was  good  business  for 
Kr.  Rice  to  own  the  Lake  patents.  I  knew  that  the  Lake  patents, 
torn  the  standpoint  of  laymen,  from  what  I  heard  about  them,  were 
>onsidered  of  some  value  abroad.     After  the  Newport  trials 

Q.  Wait  a  minute;  with  reference  to  this  conversation,  where  did 
t  occur  between  you  and  Mr.  Rice  ? — A.  In  Mr.  Rice's  office. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  get  in  there? — A.  Oh, "I  had  known  Mr. 
Etice  a  great  many  years. 

Q.  Did  he  send  for  you  or  you  hunt  him  up  ? — A.  I  hunted  him  up, 

Q.  That  was«in  March?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Anybody  else  in  there  when  that  conversation  was  going  on?— 
L  Nobocly. 

Q.  Was  this  the  first  conversation  you  ever  had  with  him? — A. 
fte  first  time  I  ever  talked. over  any  business  matters  with  Mr.  Rice. 
[  met  Mr.  Rice  first  nine  or  ten  years  ago  in  Europe. 

Q.  You  said  in  the  event  of  the  Lake  people  winning  out  at  New- 

Crt  you  thought  a  million  and  a  half  to  two  million,  and  if  they  were 
aten  you  would  drop  that  down A.  To  the  25  per  cent. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  those  ideas  about  values? — A.  Just  simply 
mggested  from  my  own  standpoint,  that  is  all. 

Q.  Did  you  know  what  the  capital  stock  of  the  Lake  people  was? — 
i.  No;  I  did  not  know  what  tne  capital  stock  of  the  Lake  people 
fas  until  about  three  or  four  weeks  ago;  never  knew  that  they  were 
capitalized  even  until  about  three  or  four  weeks  ago. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Rice  say  anything  about  what  was  a  fair  valuation  of 
that  business?— A.  No;  Mr.  Rice  is  a  very  able  negotiator;  he  is 
tfways  receptive  without  being  suggestive.  You  must  draw  your 
)wn  conclusions  if  you  negotiate  with  him. 

Q.  You  have  to  sort  of  crowd  him? — A.  Yes,  sir;  you  must  crowd 
Dim. 

Q.  And  make  it  run  out? — A.  That  is  right.  We  did  not  get  very 
Ear  at  that  time  until  after  the  Newport  trials.  I  went  in  to  see  Mr. 
Rice.     "Well,"  he  said,  "we  won  out,  Browne;  we  beat  the  Lake 
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boat."  I  said,  "Yes;  it  looks  to  me  that  you  beat  thein  very  bad 
I^guess  they  haven't  even  got  a  nuisance  value."  That  was  a  jn 
ago,  and  that  was  the  last  discussion  until  about  a  year  afterwar 

Q.  What  is  a  nuisance  value? — A.  It  is  only  a  term  applied 
myself,  I  should  think.    If  you  own  the  Lake  patterns  thev  ne1 
would  bob  up  again  to  compete  with  you;  you  could  have  them  < 
of  the  way;  take  what  you  thought  was  good  and  use  them  for 
improvement  of  his  own  boat,  or  at  least  Tie  would  have  no  com 
tition  from  them. 

Q.  A  nuisance  value,  then,  applies  to  a  thing  that  is  merely  frij 
for  the  timid? — A.  Well,  sometimes  you  are  able  to  trade  with  it. 

Q.  Go  on. — A.  I  may  have  seen  Mr.  Rice  once  or  twice  since. 

Q.  That  second  conversation  after  the  Newport  trial — is  that 
you  got  out  of  him? — A.  That  is  all  there  was  to  it. 

Q.  No  more  talk  than  that? — A.  No  further  talk  with  Mr.  Rice 
that  time. 

Q.  Didn't  he  say  that  it  was  a  good  deal  of  "gall"  for  vou  to  co 
around  and  talk  to  him  after  the  Lake  people  lost  at  tlie  Newp 
trials? — A.  I  said  that  to  him  myself.  I  said,  "Mr.  Rice,  it  wo 
be  a  lot  of  nerve  on  my  part  to  suggest  carrying  out  the  line  of  t 
we  have  had;  I  have  nothing  more  to  say." 

Q.  Didn't  you  propose  that  he  make  an  offer  to  buy  out  a 
cheaper  price? — A.  Not  less  than  $500,000. 

Q.  That  you  suggested  to  him? — A.  Just  25  per  cent  of  what 
original  price  was  to  have  been;  that  was  a  milhon  and  a  half  to  1 
million. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Rice  say  to  that? — A.  He  agreed  with  me. 

Q.  To  what  extent? — A.  To  the  extent  that  there  was  noth 
doing. 

Q.  Would  not  even  buy  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  from  that  encouragement  over  against  [ 
Flint?— A.  At  that  time? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  did  not  negotiate  with  Mr.  Flint  beyond  that  ti 
up  until  this  year,  not  in  the  submarines. 

Q.  Had  you  ever  approached  Mr.  Flint  prior  to  this  yearJ- 
Oh,  yes. 

Q.  About  that  same  thing? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Let  us  have  your  first  venture. — A.  Any  talk  I  had  with  '. 
Rice  in  the  early  stages  of  a  year  ago  one  or  two  talks  about  a  pla 
repeated  to  Mr.  Flint.  Mr.  Flint  had  intended  to  speak  to  Mr.  D 
about  it,  and  Mr.  Lake  arrived  from  Russia,  went  out  and  rusl 
right  off  to  Newport;  he  did  not  stop  in  New  York,  so  that  Mr.  Fl 
never  got  to  see  him,  and  to  my  knowledge  I  do  not  believe  that ! 
Flint  ever  repeated  that  to  Mr.  Lake  at  that  time  a  year  ago. 
Lake  went  down  to  Newport  to  the  trials,  and  at  least  Mr.  Flint  t 
me  he  had  not  seen  him.  It  is  easy  to  fix  the  date  by  Mr.  Lake  h 
self,  probably  by  the  date  he  arrived  from  Russia,  and  he  rushed 
Newport  the  same  day  he  got  off  the  boat. 

Q.  Mr.  Browne,  what  did  Mr.  Flint  say  he  would  say  or  do  with  ] 
Laka  if  he  saw  him? — A.  He  merely  said  he  would  repeat  it  and 
his  best  influence — repeat  my  conversation  to  him  and  see  what  Li 
would  do. 

O.  What  part  was  Mr.  Flint  to  take  in  this  negotiation? — A. 
broker,  the  same  as  myself,  I  should  think. 
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Q.  And  did  you  have  an  agreement  about  price? — A.  None  at  all. 

Q.  Why? — A.  We  had  not  got  far  enough  along  to  look  like  real 
business.  I  suppose  if  we  had  got  to  the  point  where  any  money 
prould  have  been  paid  we  would  both  have  been  insisting  on  terms. 

Q.  As  the  matter  stood,  you  did  not  want  to  put  the  branch  in  the 
fire  before  you  had  it  corralled? — A.  No,  sir;  there  was  not  any 
money  interest,  and  I  did  not  ask  him  for  an  agreement  and  he  did 
not  ask  me. 

Q.  Did  you  find  Mr.  Flint  willing? — A.  Always  found  Mr.  Flint 
willing  to  negotiate. 

Q.  Did  he  say  whether  or  not  he  had  a  line  on  Lake? — A.  He  said 
Lake  was  a  very  hard  man  to  influence;  he  would  repeat  the  conver- 
sion. 

Q.  Did  he  offer  to  put  in  any  persuasion? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Would  not  promise  to  make  it  go? — A.  No,  sir;  he  did  not. 
There  was  very  little  evidence  of  making  it  go  on  anybody's  part,  a 
year  ago. 

Q.  What  prospect  did  you  have  of  making  it  go  with  Mr.  Rice? — 
A.  1  think  had  Mr.  Lake  won  out  in  the  trials,  I  believe  Mr.  Rice 
would  have  made  a  trade  of  some  kind;  that  is  my  own  supposition. 

Q.  If  Lake  had  won  out? — A.  If  Lake  had  won  out,  yes. 
i    Q.  Now,  then,  you  come  down  to  this  year  and  down  to  the  19th 
of  March,  I  think  you  said? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When,  from  what  you  saw  in  the  newspapers,  you  thought  it 
was  time  to  go  to  see  Rice  again? — A.  I  thought  it  was  time. 

Q.  What  made  you  think  so? — A.  I  thou&nt  here  were  two  sub- 
marine companies;  if  they  got  to  fighting  for  business  and  each  were 
[making  equally  a  good  boat,  it  was  only  a  matter  of  time  when  they 
would  cut  out  the  margin  of  profit  that  was  in  it,  and  I  thought  they 
would  both  appreciate  a  negotiator  to  keep  that  from  getting  to  that 
standard. 

Q.  What  did  you  do?— A.  Went  to  Mr.  Rice, 
i  Q.  First? — A.  Yes,  sir;  called  Mr.  Rice  up  on  the  'phone  the 
moment  I  got  to  my  office  from  the  train,  about  1 1.30  in  the  morning. 
I  came  down  on  a  later  train  than  usual.  I  asked  if  Mr.  Rice  was  in ; 
they  said,  "Mr.  Brown,  come  right  up."  I  had  not  been  to  Mr. 
Rice's  office  I  don't  think  for  six  or  nine  months  before. 

Q.  What  happened  when  you  went  up? — A.  I  went  up;  I  have 
forgotten  exactly  what  the  greeting  exactly  was. 


glad  to  see  me 
■R Well,"  he 

know  whether  they  will  sell.  I  don't  think  they  will  sell."  I  said, 
"I  think  they  will.  He  said,  "Are  you  authorized  to  deal.  Brown?" 
I  said,  "Mr.  Rice,  if  you  should  telephone  and  ask  them  they  would 
say  no,  but  I  think  we  can  deal,"  and  he  said,  "What  do  you  think 
they  would  do  business  for?"  Well,  you  see  I  was  up  against  it.  I 
did  not  know  anything  what  the  other  people  would  suggest.  I  did 
not  know  what  Mr.  Rice's  resources  were,  so  I  thought  perhaps  they 
'  had  stock  in  the  treasury,  and  I  said  offhand,  "A  million  preferred 
and  two  million  common  ought  to  buy  them  out."  He  said,  "We 
have  not  got  common  stock,  he  saia,  "make  it  two  millions  pre- 
ferred." 


1468  HEAEINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288. 

Q.  That  is  admirable;  go  on. — A.  We  discussed  the  Lilley  inv< 

fat  ion;  rather  I  commenced  the  discussion  of  it,  and  I  said,  "Wt 
ack  of  the  Lilley  investigation;  what  is  the  cause  of  it  all,  Mr.  Ric 
He  said,  "Oh,  you  know  yourself."  I  said,  "I  don't  know;  I 
not  thought  of  the  subject/'  and  then  he  turned  to  me;  he  s 
"Now,  Browne,  if  we  make  a  trade  I  want  to  make  you  a  proposit 
if  we  make  a  trade  for  his  interests  that  this  business  at  Washing 
is  to  be  stopped."  I  said,  "Sure;  let  that  be  the  sine  qua  no: 
don't  care."  Then  I  went  straight  to  Mr.  Flint's  office;  I  was  at 
Flint's  office  within  five  minutes. 

Q.  Go  right  on;  don't  let  that  stop  you. — A.  I  repeated  moe 
the  conversation,  I  think,  to  him,  and  he  laughed,  and  I  think 
Berg  and  Mr.  Flint  and  myself  were  together.  So  I  said  to  Mr.  Fl 
"Can  you  reach  Mr.  Lake?"  "Well,"  he  said,  "I  will  try  it  to 
him  on  the  phone."    And  he  phoned  to  him  at  the  Engineers'  C 

Q.  Before  you  got  him  on  the  phone  what  did  he  say  to  Mr.  Flinl 
A.  I  said  it  looks  like  some  business  would  be  done  if  Lake  is  wil 
to  ffo  in. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  more;  did  you  get  anything  more  < 
nite? — A.  There  was  never  much  talk  with  Mr.  Flint;  he  rus 
right  for  the  telephone;  he  was  ready  to  do  business  right  away. 

Q.  Go  on.     You  do  not  go  about  with  a  lawyer,  do  you*— A. 
sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  have  got  your  memory  with  you  ? — A.  I  try  to  have  it  1 
me.  Mr.  Flint  and  Mr.  Berg  left  to  go  uptown  to  meet  Mr.  Lake, 
Mr.  Flint  said  he  would  telephone  me  later  and  arrange  for  an  in 
view  between  Mr.  Rice  and  myself  and  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr.  Berg 
myself,  and  I  think  it  was  half  past  2  before  my  secretary  was  \ 
to  locate  me.  He  found  me  somewhere  in  the  city,  and  he  £ 
"Mr.  Flint  wishes  to  speak  to  you."  Mr.  Flint  said  to  me,  "  I  ar 
the  Engineers'  Club,  Browne;  can  you  get  Mr.  Rice  and  bring  hin 
here?"  I  said,  "I  will  go  and  see."  1  went  to  Mr.  Rice's  office 
think  I  was  an  hour  finding  Mr.  Rice.  Mr.  Rice  was  out,  and  1 1 
to  find  him  at  different  places.  Finally  I  found  him  about  half  pa 
and  Mr.  Rice  refused  to  go  to  Mr.  Flint's  house  to  meet  him.  I 
at  Mr.  Rice's  desk  and  had  his  telephone  in  my  ear.  Mr.  Rice  sa 
the  armchair  while  I  was  talking  with  Mr.  ITint.  Mr.  Flint  wa 
the  Engineers'  Club.  While  I  was  talking,  after  we  had  been  tall 
for  some  time,  Mr.  Rice  asked  me  if  I  had  objection  to  Mr.  F 
being  in  the  room.  I  said,  "Certainly  not."  First  Mr.  Flint  a 
"Come  to  the  Engineers'  Club."  I  kept  the  phone  at  my  ear 
turned  to  Mr.  Rice,  and  Mr.  Rice  said,  "  No."  I  said,  "  He  won't  a 
there,  Mr.  Flint."  Mr.  Flint  says,  "Come  to  my  house."  I  tui 
to  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Rice  shook  lus  head;  would  not  go  there,  and 
said,  "Mr.  Flint,  he  won't  come  to  your  house,"  and  then  I  turne 
Mr.  Rice;  I  saia,  "Mr.  Rice,  why  won't  you  go  to  Mr.  Flint's  hoi 
There  is  nothing  to  be  ashamed  of  in  this  business."  He  said, 
don't  know;  maybe  it  is  a  trap;  somebody  may  be  watching  n 
I  said,  "  Where  will  you  go  ? "  He  said,  "  I  may  go  to  one  of  my  ( 
clubs."  So  I  called  off  a  list  of  clubs,  and  Mr.  Rice,  he  said,  "*N< 
member,  not  a  member,  not  a  member."     Finally  I  came  to  the  ai 
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jumped  up.     He  said,  "Wait  a  minute  until  I  see."     Frost  had  gone 
out  and  probably  Mr.  Rice  had  the  call  to  follow  him.     Mr.  Rice  fol- 
lowed outside  and  he  came  back  and  he  said,  "I  won't  go,  Browne; 
won't  go  anywhere.     They  can  come  to  the  St.  Regis  Hotel  if  they 
wish."     I  repeated  that  over  the  telephone,  and  Mr.  Flint  said, 
"Never  mind;"  something  of  that  kind.    'He  said,  "You  come  up  to 
my  house."     I  turned  to  Mr.  Rice.     I  said,  "If  you  won't  go,  will  I 
go  alone?"     He  said,  "  Yesr  Browne;  that  is  the  safest  thing  for  me 
and  for  everybody;  you  go  alone.     I  have  known  you  for  years  and 
you  can  go  back  and  forth  and  there  will  be  nothing  said."     I  went  to 
Mr.  Flint's  house  and  was  there  a  couple  of  hours  that  night;  left 
about  7  o'clock,  got  dinner,  went  to  the  St.  Regis  Hotel,  saw  Mr.  Rice; 
got  there  about  9  o'clock  or  9.30,  something  of  that  kind.     In  the 
meanwhile — I  am  ahead  of  my  story.     Mr.  Flint  had  told  me  at  his 
house  there  was  nothing  doing  with  Mr.  Lake;  he  would  not  trade. 
His  ideas  were  so  big  you  could  not  touch  him,  and  he  said  it  was 
foolish  to  go  on  and  try  to  trade  with  Mr.  Lake.     Well,  I  said,  "I  will 
see  Mr.  Rice  anyway  this  evening."     I  went  up  to  Mr.  Rice  myself 
that  night  and  made  a  suggestion  of  a  new  plan,  and  that  is  for  organ- 
izing a  new  company,  in  wnich  I  should  find  the  capital  for  preferred 
stock,  and  the  Electric  Boat  Company  could  participate  by  paying 
cash  for  the  portion  of  the  preferred  stock,  and  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr. 
Flint  and  his  friends  should  participate  by  paying  some  amount  of 
cash,  and  I  think  there  was  to  be  $5,000,000  of  common  stock.     I  do 
not  think  I  ever  repeated  this  to  Mr.  Flint  at  all.     I  made  a  slip  of 
paper,  which  I  handed  over  to  Mr.  Rice  with  these  figures  on:  "Com- 
mon stock  $5,000,000,  of  which  one  million  and  a  half  were  to  be  given 
to  Mr.  Lake  for  the  Lake  patents,  a  million  and  a  half  to  go  as  a  bonus 
with  the  subscribers  to  the  preferred  stock,  and  two  million  to  be"  left 
in  the  treasury."    Mr.  Rice  said,  "Where  do  we  come  in  by  that  sub- 
scription?"    He  said,  "We  can  not  do  it;  we  can  not  do  anything 
unless  we  can  control.     If  you  can  fix  that  up  so  that  we  get  control, 
bring  it  to  me  and  show  it  to  me."     He  left  me  and  went  to  dinner. 
That  was  Thursday  night. 

0.  Nine  o'clock?— A.  Yes,  sir;  or  9.30.  Friday  I  had  breakfast 
with  Mr.  Flint  at  his  house,  or  Friday  morning,  with  him  and  Mr. 
Berg,  and  after  some  talk  with  him  about  the  plan  in  general,  he  went 
up  to  try  and  see  if  he  could  get  on  further  with  Mr.  Lake,  that  he 
would  trade,  and  he  phoned  to  me,  "Absolutely  nothing  doing  with 
Lake."  At  2  or  3  o  clock  Mr.  Flint  went  to  rhiladelphia  and  the 
next  morning,  Saturday  morning,  I  think,  I  saw  Mr.  Rice  about 
noon  or  half  past  12.  One  more  suggestion;  he  would  not  trade 
unless  he  got  5  per  cent  royalty  from  the  new  company.  This  last 
suggestion  was  tne  result  of  the  new  company;  it  was  to  be  the  Lake 
Company,  and  Mr.  Lake  would  not  go  in  there  unless  in  addition  to 
his  stock  he  would  get  out  of  it — he  was  to  get  5  per  cent  royalty. 
I  repeated  that  to  Mr.  Rice  and  I  said,  "Mr.  Rice,  tne  whole  thing  is 
going  up  in  the  air.  Mr.  Lake  wants  too  much;  he  wants  5  per  cent 
royalty  now  from  the  new  company  on  the  boats  he  will  build." 
And  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr.  Rice  agreed  with  me  and  I  have  not  seen  Mr. 
Rice  since.  I  did  not  know  anything  further  about  it  until  I  read 
Mr.  Rice's  testimony  on  the  stand. 
Q.  Have  you  read  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  What  do  you  say  about  it  ? — A.  I  think  there  was  some  truth 
in  it  and  some  untruth. 

Q.  What  part  is  untrue? — A.  I  would  rather  you  commence  at 
the  beginning;  give  me  a  copy  and  I  will  follow  you  very  closely. 

3.  This  seems  to  be  so  substantially  what  you  state;  was  anything 
when  the  proposition  was  made  that  he  would  not  trade  or  nego- 
tiate unless  this  investigation  were  stopped  and  you  were  free  to 
assure  him  that  it  might  oe  made A.  A  sine  qua  non  of  the  deal. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  about  who  should  stop  it  and  what  agency 
would  be  employed  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  about  Senator  Bulkeley? — A.  Name  never 
mentioned. 

Q.  Never  mentioned  the  agent  you  would  employ? — A.  No,  sir; 
never  knew  Senator  Bulkeley;  in  fact,  I  did  not  know  he  was  Senator. 
I  thought  he  was  Governor  Bulkeley.  All  I  know  about  Congress- 
man Luley  was  that  this  was  known  as  the  Lilley  investigation,  and 
when  he  said,  "This  thing  must  stop,  Browne,  and  it  must  be  quick," 
I  said,  "Well,  all  right,  Mr.  Rice,  make  that  the  sine  qua  non  of  the 
deal,  that  is  all  right.' '  If  these  people  were  back  of  it — of  course  if 
they  would  buy  them  gut — that  would  settle  it  in  my  mind. 

Q.  And  anybody  else,  I  think. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  nothing  was  said  about  Senator  Bulkeley? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  named  no  agency  to  accomplish  this? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  still  in  the  air? — A.  All  in  the  air;  yes,  sir;  every  bit 
of  it.  Where  he  got  that  impression  from  I  do  not  know.  The  last 
time  I  saw  him  I  said  to  him, '  Mr.  Rice,  do  you  know  Senator  Butler?" 
I  think  Mr.  Flint  had  told  me  the  last  time  I  saw  him  that  he  thought 
Senator  Butler  was  very  friendly  to  Mr.  Lake,  and  so  I  had  seen  some- 
thing of  that  in  the  paper.  I  said  to  Mr.  Rice,  offhand,  "Do  you 
know  if  your  people  are  trading  in  any  way  through  Senator  Butler 
with  Mr.  Lake?"  He  said,  "No,  I  do  not."  That  is  the  only  sug- 
gestion of  a  name  that  could  give  anything  like  Mr.  Bulkeley's. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  money  interest  in  the  Lake  boat  at  any 
time? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  money  interest  in  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
at  any  time  ? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Your  efforts  have  been  to  get  into  some  money  interests  in  one 
way  or  the  other? — A.  I  simply  thought  it  was  a  good  chance. 

Q.  Whenever  you  thought  you  saw  a  crisis  in  the  affairs  of  either, 
you  were  alert  enough  to  watch  that  opportunity? — A.  I  saw  this 
opportunity. 

O.  It  seemed  to  you,  too,  that  they  were  about  to  have  the  Newport 
trial;  you  saw  an  opportunity? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Somebody  was  going  to  be  beaten?— A.  Bound  to  be. 

Q.  Whoever  got  beaten  felt  bad? — A.  Sure. 

Q.  He  felt  bad  and  would  take  a  suggestion  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  anybody  else  would  ? — A.  Sure. 

Q.  That  disappointed  you  ? — A.  No;  I  think  I  forgot  it. 

Q.  I  can  see  the  difference  between  a  man's  forgetting  and  his  dis- 
appointment.— A.  Yes. 

Q.  One  consumes  a  lot  of  nervous  energy  and  the  other  does  not. 
Then  you  passed  on  and  when  this  next  crisis  came  this  investiga- 
tion started? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Your  memory  came  back  to  you? — A.  Yes. 
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•  Q.  You  went  right  straight  back? — A.  Straight  back  to  head- 
>  quarters. 

Q.  You  had  hold  of  one  end  and  Mr.  Flint  had  the  other  end  of  the 
string? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  started  to  pull  it? — A.  And  started  to  pull  it. 

Q.  You  pulled  bo1;h  ends,  and  he  could  not  pull  Lake  and  you  could 
not  pull  Rice? — A.  That  is  right. 

Q.  Is  that  all  you  know  about  your  own  acts  or  Rice's  in  con- 
nection with  this  investigation? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  anything  to  sav  or  to  do.  directly  or  indirectly,  con- 
nected with  this  investigation? — A.  Notning  at  all,  one  way  or  the 
other;  never  wrote  a  letter,  received  a  telegram  or  letter;  had  nothing 
more,  nothing  at  all. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Browne,  you  have  done  business  with  Mr.  Flint  before 
haven't  you;  it  did  not  take  you  long  to  get  acquiattted  this  time?— 
A.  Did  some  business  for  Mr.  Flint  during  the  Spanish- American  war. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  done  business  witn  or  for  the  Electric  Boat 
Company? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  any  of  its  officers  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  the  Holland  Boat  Company  ? — A.  No,  sir.  • 

Q.  Or  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  No,  sir.  P-  r-| 

Q.  How  did  you  ascertain  three  or  four  weeks  ago  what  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  theXake  Boat  Company  was?— ^A.  I  asked  Mr.  Flint. 

Q.  You  left  Mr.  Rice  under  the  impression  that  you  represented 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Companv,  did  you  not?- -A.  No;  I  think  I 
left  him  under  the  impression  tnat  I  was  familiar  enough  with  Mr.  Flint 
and  that  Mr.  Flint  was  familiar,  with  Mr.  Lake,  so  hat  it  was  a  good 
channel  to  do  business  if  there  was  any  opportu  ity  of  doing  it,  if 
he  desired  to  do  business. 

Q.  You  knew  that  Mr.  Flint  represented  the  Lake  Company 
abroad?— A.  Yes,  sir.  And  there  is  another  point  that  came  to  my 
mind.  Mr.  Berg,  who  had  associated  with  Mr.  Flint,  had  arrived 
also  and  I  thought  that  was  a  good  time  the  interests  were  in  Amer- 
ica and  if  we  could  get  anything  out  of  Mr.  Lake  that  was  the  time. 

Q.  And  if  you  could  get  anything  out  of  Mr.  Rice  that  was  a  good 
time  to  do  it? — A.  Well,  Mr.  Rice  was  always  in  a  receptive  frame 
of  mind  and  never  was  suggestive. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Thurston,  have  you  any  questions  you 
want  to  ask? 

Senator  Thurston.  Not  any. 

The  Chairman.  Does  any  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives want  to  ask  this  witness  any  questions? 

Mr.  Littleton  submits  the  following  questions.  There  is  no 
objection  to  the  questions  being  asked: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Did  you  call  at  Mr.  Rice's  office  on  the  21st  of  March,  and,  find- 
ing him  out,  leave  the  memorandum  for  him  which  is  now  shown 
you? — A.  Yes.  - 

Q.  That  was  the  21st  of  March  of  this  year? — A.  Tnat  was  Satur- 
day; Thursday  was  the  19th,  Friday  the  20th. 

Q.  This  reads  as  follows:  "Dear  Mr.  R.:  L.  is  still  standing  for 
royalty.  Will  see  you  Monday.  B."  You  left  that  for  Mr.  Rice? — 
A.  Yes;  that  is  right. 
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Q.  On  the  21st  of  March,  1908?— A.  Yes;  that  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Was  there  any  other  memorandum  or  letters  that 
passed  to  or  from  you  that  related  to  this  thing  that  you  brought  with 
you? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  nothing  at  all. 

Q.  Why  did  you  leave  this  memorandum? — A.  The  last  talk  that 
I  had  had  with  Mr.  Rice — I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  that  Saturday 
morning  or  the  Friday  night  before — I  told  him  that  as  I  referred  in  my 
testimony  about  the  idea  of  organizing  a  new  company,  which  would 
be  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  and  that  Mr.  Lake  should  have 
a  certain  proportion  of  that  stock;  that  all  the  other  stock  with  the 
exception  of  the  stock  which  went  as  a  bonus,  and  the  preferred 
stock,  which  was  to  be  paid  for  in  cash,  should  be  in  the  treasuiy. 
It  was  not  agreeable  to  Mr.  Rice,  and  in  the  meanwhile  I  got  a  message 
from  Mr.  Flint,  or  when  I  saw  him,  that  Mr.  Lake  would  also  require 
5  per  cent  royalty  on  all  the  boats  that  that  new  company  would 
make.  That  I  had  either  repeated  to  Mr.  Rice  there  this  day  or  the 
day  before,  and  then  I  callea  up  Mr.  Flint  on  the  'phone  and  he  said, 
"  x  ou  can't  get  the  5  per  cent  royalty  out  of  Lake's  nead  from  the  new 
company." 

Q.  Whose? — A.  Mr.  Lake's.  So  I  went  into  Mr.  Rice's  office  and 
left  that  message. 

Whom  do  you  mean  by  L.  ? — A.  Lake. 
And  B.  ? — A.  Browne,  myself. 
Grant  Hugh  Browne?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

(Questions  submitted  to  the  committee  by  Senator  Thurston  to  be 
asked  the  witness.) 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted  will  not  only  submit  the  questions, 
but  conduct  the  inquiries  suggested  by  them  as  fully  as  possible. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  will  put  to  you  the  questions  in  the  form  submitted 
by  Senator  Thurston. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  intimation  from  anyone  that  Lake  insisted 
on  the  royalty? — A.  Only  from  Mr.  Flint. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Flint  tell  you  that  Mr..  Lake  insisted  on  the  royalty  J- 
A.  lie  did.  You  must  understand  that  this  talk  refers  to  the  new 
company  to  be  organized  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company  at  all,  but  the  details 
of  the  negotiation  for  the  organization  of  this  company  which  would 
go  on  and  be  organized  between  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr.  Ffint  themselves 
or  their  banking  friends;  I  represented  to  Mr.  Rice  the  details  of  that 
organization,  so  that  Mr.  Rice  any  time,  if  he  wanted  to,  could  make 
a  proposition  for  the  purchase  of  the  controlling  interest. 
ft*  Q.  The  next  question  is:  Did  Mr.  Flint  tell  you  that  he  had  sub- 
mitted to  Mr.  Lake  any  plan  such  as  you  had  talked  about  with 
Mr.  Rice? — A.  No;  Mr.  Flint  would  come  back  to  me  and  say, 
"That  will  never  do,  Browne;  Lake  won't  deal  at  all  on  those 
terms;  he  won't  deal  at  any  such  terms/7  and  I  think  until  it  caine 
to  the  organization  of  the  new  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  I  think 
that  Mr.  Flint  must  have  discussed  that  thoroughly  with  Mr.  Rice, 
because  he  represented  it  to  me. 

•  Q.  To  Mr.  Rice? — A.  I  mean  Mr.  Lake,  because  he  represented 
that  to  me,  and  Mr.  Lake  was  standing  out  for  such  a  large  interest 
in  it  that  it  seemed  absolutely  impracticable,  as  it  turned  out  to  be. 
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3Q.  Then  when  you  left  that  memorandum  for^Mr.;Rice"you  under- 
stood that  you  were  speaking  by  authority  of  Mr.  Lake,  reached 
through  Mr.  Flint? — A.  I  was  speaking  by  authority.  I  did  not 
know  whether  Mr.  Lake  knew  that  Mr.  Flint  would  pass  that  on  to 
me  and  let  me  run  to  Mr.  Rice  with  it  or  not.  But  Mr.  Flint  did 
tell  me  that  Mr.  Lake  insisted  upon  5  per  cent  royalty  upon  all  the 
boats  that  the  new  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  should  build,  and 
that  I  did  repeat  to  Mr.  Rice,  and  both  Mr.  Rice  and  I  thought  it 
was  too  much  entirely  to  ask,  and  that  was  practically  the  stopping 
of  all  negotiations. 

Q.  When  you  speak  of  the  royalty,  you  mean  in  the  new  company 
to  be  formed? — A.  Yes.  sir ;  that  new  company  originated  probably  in 
my  mind,  perhaps  witn  Mr.  Flint's  tentative  admission. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  as  you  understood  from  Mr.  Flint,  was  agreeable  to 
it,  and  insisted  upon  5  per  cent  royalty? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  understood 
Mr.  Lake  was  agreeable  to  any  company  organized  in  which  he  could 
have  one-half  of  all  the  capital  and  5  per  cent  royalty. 

Q.  Who  was  to  have  tne  other  half  of  the  capital? — A.  That  was 
to  be  sold  for  working  capital. 

Q.  What  was  Rice  to  get;  I  do  not  see  where  he  would  come  in? — 
A.  Had  we  g;one  any  further,  our  next  step  would  have  been  to  have 
taken  an  option  for  a  year  from  Mr.  Lake  for  his  50  per  cent  and  that 
option  I  would  trade  with  that  to  the  best  of  my  ability,  if  we  got 
that  far,  sell  that  to  whoever  would  buy  it. 

Q.  Then,  if  I  understand,  the  new  company  was  to  be  formed  to 
take  hold  of  the  Lake  patents  and  business? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Of  that  Mr.  Simon  Lake  was  to  have  50  per  cent? — A.  Fifty 
per  cent  of  the  actual  issue  of  stock. 

Q.  And  the  other  50  per  cent  was  to  be  sold? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  you  hoped  to  sell  to  Mr.  Rice?-rA.  No;  not  the  first 
50  per  cent.  The  first  50  per  cent,  we  hoped  to  sell  him  some  of  that, 
but  to  take  an  option  on  Mr.  Lake's  50  per  cent  and  to  deal  with 
Mr.  Rice  on  that. 

Q.  You  hoped  to  sell  him  the  50  per  cent  which  Mr.  Lake  was  to 
get? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  then  the  other  50  per  cent  you  would  sell  if  you  could? — 
A.  No;  whoever  wished  to  subscribe  for  the  actual  cash. 

Q.  The  cash  was  to  be  put  in? — A.  Yes;  I  don't  think  that  Mr. 
Rice  indicated  any  willingness  to  put  money  into  the  new  companv. 
I  think  that  certain  bankers  or  friends  of  Mr.  Flint's,  who  were  will- 
ing to  put^money  into  this  new  company,  they  were  willing  to  finance 
the  financial  end. 

Q.  At  what  price  was  this  50  per  cent  of  the  stock  offered  to  Mr. 
Rice?— A.  It  never  was  offered,  I  don't  think.  I  think  that  I  sug- 
gested to  Mr.  Flint  to  offer  Mr.  Lake  $1,000,000,  $100,000  down  and 
Balance  at  the  end  of  the  year  for  the  50  per  cent.  Mr.  Flint  laughed 
or  something  and  he  said,  "Lake  would  never  do  it."  That  was 
never  repeated  to  Mr.  Rice  at  all. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Rice  ever  authorize  you  to  make  an  offer  of  a  million 
dollars?— A.  No,  sir;  Mr.  Rice  never  authorized  me  to  make  an  offer 
of  any  kind. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  have  any  other  questions,  Senator? 

Senator  Thueston.  "Nothing  further. 
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The  Chairman.  I  think  that  is  about  ail.  I  would  like  to  ask  one 
question.  It  has  little  bearing  on  thte  case,  it  may  be  of  interest  to 
tul  the  members  of  the  legal  fraternity,  perhaps.  We  are  very  much 
interested  invour  description  of  the  methods  adopted  by  the  pro- 
moter.— A.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  When  a  promoter  knew  that  two  parties  might  be 
brought  together,  goes  to  A,  as  you  did  in  this  case  to  Mr.  Rice, 
because  you  knew  him,  and,  as  you  say,  allows  him  to  infer  that  he  his 
some  method  of  coining  in  contact  with  the  other  party,  so  that  yon 
can  get  a  hearing? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Does  not  that  explain  a  possible  divergence  in  the 
statement  afterwards  made  by  A  and  B  even  as  sworn  witnesses! — A. 
Yes:  it  does. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  A  is  allowed  to  think  that  you  represent 
B«— A.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  And  you  make  certain  statements  which  he  thinks 
you  make  on  the  authority  of  B I — A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  so. 

The  Chairman.  You  allow  him  to  think  so,  and  afterwards  in  con- 
versation the  thing  forms  itself  in  A's  mind  this  way,  that  B  sent 
such-and-such  a  proposition;  that  is  the  natural  inference,  isn't  it!— 
A.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Afterwards,  when  B's  attention  is  called  to  it,  be 
says,  "I  never  made  such  a  proposition?" — A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Which  is  quite  a  natural  thing  for  him  to  think.— 
A.  And  usually  true,  yes. 

The  Chairman.  I  think,  then,  I  deserve  the  thanks  of  the  legal 
profession  for  having  discovered  a  very  fruitful  source  of  what  appears 
to  be  an  irreconcilable  discrepancy  of  witnesses — each  thinks  ne  is 
telling  the  truth;  is  that  not  so?— A.  That  is  true. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Thurston,  on  Saturday  afternoon  yon 
identified  one  of  the  letters  you  dictated.  Here  is  another  that  was 
handed  in;  I  just  wanted  to  identify  that  as  to  whether  it  was  dic- 
tated by  you. 

Senator  Thurston.  When  I  identified  this  letter  here  on  March 
19  I  did  not  exactly  recognize,  as  I  hastily  glanced  over  it,  my  usual 
lines  of  statement  altogether,  and  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  I 
dictated  something  similar  to  this,  and  my  dictation  when  run  out 
was  perhaps  taken  up  by  Mr.  Lilley's  attorneys  from  Connecticut, 
and  very  possibly  it  was  changed  somewhat.  Yet  the  substance  01 
this  is  my  dictation. 

The  Chairman.  You  referred  to  letter  of  March  19,  which  you 
identified  on  Saturday? 

Senator  Thurston.  Yes,  sir.  * 

The  Chairman.  The  one  addressed  to  "Mr.  Chairman,"  and 
.signed  "George  L.  Lilley."     Here  is  that  letter  marked  "J." 

(Letter  referred  to  is  as  follows:") 

House  of  Representatives , 
WasMngton,  D.  C,  March  19, 1908. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Your  committee  at  the  opening  of  this  inquiry  denied  me  the  privi- 
lege of  being  represented  by  counsel  except  in  an  advisory  capacity;  and  especially 
denied  me  the  privilege  of  having  witnesses  called  in  the  order  in  which  my  attorneys 
might  advise  would  be  best  calculated  to  bring  out  all  the  facts,  and  of  conducting  toe 
examination  of  witnesses  through  an  attorney,  which  seems  to  be  the  only  manner,  as 
all  experience  shows,  to  bring  out  the  true  facts  from  witnesses  when  placed  upon  the 
stand. 
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I  dismissed  the  attorneys  I  called  in  to  conduct  for  me  the  investigation,  and  it  now 
seems  manifestly  unfair  to  me  that  counsel  or  the  parties  under  investigation  should  be 
permitted  to  argue  questions  arising  or  that  may  arise  during  the  investigation.  The 
committee  has  undertaken  the  responsibility  of  examining  witnesses  in  its  own  way, 
making  its  examination  thorough  or  otherwise  as  seems  its  pleasure.  I  may  hereafter 
in  the  proper  place  criticise  this  method  of  procedure,  and  claim  that  your  committee 
in  proceeding,  as  you  necessarily  must  without  professed  knowledge  of  the  facts  that 
might  be  developed  from  the  different  witnesses,  could  not  in  the  very  nature  of  things 
reach  satisfactory  results. 

As  to  the  matter  of  this  committee  deciding  legal  questions,  such  as  the  compe- 
tency of  witnesses,  or  the  right  to  send  for  and  examine  books  of  accounts,  records, 
vouchers,  correspondence,  and  other  documentary  evidence,  I  make  no  question. 
The  lawyers  composing  this  committee  are  undoubtedly  qualified  to  determine  what 
the  law  is  in  this  respect  without  the  aid  of  counsel  upon  either  side. 

All  I  care  to  now  state  is  this— that  the  best  evidence,  the  necessary  evidence,  the 
complete  and  convincing  •evidence  from  which  it  can  be  determined  how  far  the 
Electric  Boat  Company,  and  its  predecessor,  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 
has  made  large  expenditures  in  its  attempts  to  influence  legislation  must  necessarily 
be  in  the  possession  of  the  officials  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  any  real  investigation  can  go  on  without  the 
production  and  examination  of  such  records.  All  these  records  have  been  kept  and 
are  within  the  sole  knowledge  of  these  companies'  officials.  I  am  not  asking  that  any 
of  these  records  be  produced,  except  such  as  will  show  the  employment  of  an  unusual 
and  unnecessary  corps  of  assistants  in  securing  legislation,  and  such  as  show  the 
expenditures  of  large  and  excessive  sums  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  legislation, 
and  which  are  unwarranted  upon  any  other  possible  theory  than  that  such  influences 
have  been  generally  made. 

If  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  officials  really  desire — as  they  have  publicly 
announced — a  real  investigation,  I  can  not  see,  and  do  not  thinfc  this  committee  can 
see;  nor  do  I  believe  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  country  will  see  why 
these  records  of  theirs  should  not  be  produced,  or  why  it  is  necessary  for  them  to 
present  arguments  here  of  distinguished  advocates  in  opposition  to  the  demand  for 
their  production. 

Respectfully, 

Geo.  L.  Lilley. 

Hon.  H.  S.  Boutbll, 

Chairman  Special  Committee. 

Senator  Thurston.  That  may  be  my  dictation  in  whole,  but  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  my  dictation  was  not  as  full  as  that,  and  that  it 
was  revised. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  long  after  the  Connecticut  attorneys  were 
here;  this  is  March  19,  relating  to  matters  which  were  then  handed  in 
to  the  committee. 

Senator  Thurston.  But  I  think  that  dictation  was  made  while 
they  were  here. 

The  Chairman.  We  want  to  be  sure  that  that  is  identified  in  the 
record.  This  he  handed  in  along  with  some  matter  which  we  showed 
Mr.  Neff  had  very  largely  prepared,  clippings  from  papers,  and  so  on. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  do  not  think  1  dictated  any  part  of  that,  or 
ever  saw  it. 

The  Chairman.  I  call  your  attention  to  the  things  that  were 
included  in  it. 

House  op  Representatives, 

Waskitigton,  D.  C,  March  19,  1908. 
Mr.  Chairman.  Your  committee  has,  I  confess  somewhat  to  my  surprise,  permitted 
witnesses — both  those  who  could  by  reason  of  expert  knowledge  know  something  of  the 
construction,  qualities,  and  cost  of  our  present  submarines  and  also  those  who  could 
have  no  possible  expert  or  other  knowledge  as  to  the  construction,  performances, 
efficiency,  and  cost  of  these  submarines — to  give  as  part  of  their  supposed  testimony 
glowing  accounts  of  the  remarkable  qualities  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  subma- 
rines; and  having  thus  established  the  precedent,  and  in  order  that  the  question  of  the 
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cost  and  efficiency  of  these  boats  may  be  presented  on  both  sides,  I  submit  the  follow- 
ing,  consisting  of: 

First.  Extracts  from  the  testimony  of  distinguished  naval  officers  as  to  the  cost  of 
these  boats,  value  of  patents,  etc.,  ail  of  which  testimony  is  of  record  in  House  docu- 
ments therein  referred  to. 

Second.  A  number  of  clippings  from  leading  journals  of  the  country  setting  forth 
in  more  or  less  detail  the  failure  of  the  present  submarines  of  the  United  States  Navy 
in  their  experimental  and  other  performances,  which  indicate  that  they  are  of  but 
little  practical  value  as  defensive  or  offensive  weapons  as  against  any  skillfully  directed 
attack  of  a  hostile  fleet.  It  would  appear  as  if  the  continuing  failures  of  the  present 
type  of  submarines  in  actual  tests  of  efficiency  is  a  complete  answer  to  the  somewhat 
ornamental  and  oratorical  exploitation  of  them  by  the  expert  and  nonexpert  witnesses 
who  thus  appeared  before  your  committee. 

The  newspaper  clippings  contained  in  the  attached  presentation  are  as  follows: 
Army  and  Navy  Register,  March  14, 1908;  New  York  Herald,  June  5, 1907;  Army  and 
Navy  Journal,  March  14,  1908:  Newport  News  Press,  April  22,  1906;  Newport  News 
Press,  May  4,  1906;  New  York  World;  Army  and  Navy  Journal,  October  26,  1907; 
New  York  Herald,  February  22,  1908:  Chicago  Examiner,  November  15,  1906;  New 
York  Sun,  February  2,  7, 11,  and  20, 1908;  Army  and  Navy  Journal,  January  20, 1906; 
also  House  resolution  No.  264. 
Respectfully, 

Geo.  L.  Lillet. 

Hon.  H.  S.  Boutbll, 

Chairman  Special  Committee. 

Senator  Thurston.  No,  I  know  I  did  not  see  this  part. 

The  Chairman.  Those  are  what  Mr.  Neff  testified  to.  There  is  one 
here  that  has  the  hall-mark  in. 

Senator  Thurgton.  Yes;  I  dictated  that. 
(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C,  March  16, 1908. 
Hon.  H.  S.  Boutell, 

Chairman  Special  Committee,  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  committee  having  ruled  that  it  will  not  permit  me  to  be 
represented  by  counsel  in  the  examination  of  witnesses  who  may  be  called  upon  to 
testify  upon  the  subject-matter  of  charges  against  the  conduct  of  the  officers  and 
agents  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor,  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  in  attempting  to  unduly  influence  the  Congressional  action,  I  am  com- 
pelled to  state  to  the  committee  that  not  being  an  attorney,  and  having  no  experience 
that  would  enable  me  to  frame  and  present,  as  the  examination  proceeds,  suitable 
questions  to  be  asked  of  the  witnesses  upon  the  witness  stand,  therefore,  I  am  unable 
to  assist  your  committee  in  any  effectual  way  in  the  examination  of  witnesses;  and  can 
do  but  little  except  to  give  your  committee,  as  I  have  and  will  from  time  to  time,  the 
names  and  addresses  of  witnesses  from  whom  I  believe  can  be  obtained  all  necessary 
testimony  to  substantiate  the  spending  charges  if  examined  in  a  thorough  and  vigor- 
ous way. 

The  responsibility  of  such  an  examination,  after  the  action  and  ruling  of  your  com- 
mittee, must  necessarily  from  this  time  on  be  with  and  upon  the  committee. 

I  will  from  time  to  time  in  a  general  way  inform  your  committee  in  writing,  at 
required  by  your  decision,  of  the  general  line  of  examination  of  the  witnesses  pro- 
duced upon  the  witness  stand. 

These  general  suggestions,  however,  will  in  my  opinion  be  of  little  value  to  the 
committee,  and  the  development  of  the  facts  must  depend  almost  entirely  upon  the 
character  of  inquiry  prosecuted  by  the  members  of  the  committee,  in  whose  neat 
learning  and  experience  as  attorneys  theJHouse  and  the  country  undoubtedly  have 
confidence. 

Respectfully,  Geo.  L.  Lillet. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  don't  think  I  dictated  that  letter  or  erer 
saw  it,  dated  March  30,  to  the  chairman. 
(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  2>.  C,  March  SO, 1908. 
Mb.  Chairman:  At  the  last  meeting  of  this  committee,  in  accordance  with  the 
assurances  given  me  by  your  committee  that  any  questions  I  might  submit  in  writ- 
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ing  would  be  asked  o!  the  witnesses  through  a  member  of  the  committee,  I  presented 
]n'Awriting  a  list  of  questions,  twenty-five  in  number,  which  I  requested  to  have  asked 
of  any  witness  that  testified  that  the  Octopus  type  of  submarines  are  worth  more  than 
1745.45  per  ton.  A  few  of  these  questions,  preliminary  in  character,  were  covered 
by  the  examination  conducted  by  the  committee,  but  none  of  the  other  questions 
were  put  to  Admiral  Capps,  who  testified  on  the  subject  of  the  cost  of  submarines. 

Presuming  that  this  failure  to  ask  my  questions  was  unintentional,  I  respectfully 
ask  that  Admiral  Capps  be  recalled  and  that  my  questions  be  propounded  to  him  in 
the  language  and  in  the  order  requested  by  me. 
Respectfully, 

Gxo.  L.  Lillby. 
Hon.  H.  S.  Boutell, 

Chairman  Special  Committee,  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  2>.  C. 

Senator  Thubston.  That  letter  of  March  28  and  addressed  to  the 
chairman  and  beginning:  "It  is  a  matter  of  common  information 
that  in  every  successful  investigation  of  corporate  transactions." 

(The  letter  referred  to  reads  as  follows:) 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C,  March  28, 1908. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  a  matter  of  common  information  that  in  every  successful 
investigation  of  corporate  transactions  where  money  has  been  expended  for  other  than 
legitimate  corporate  purposes  that  the  only  successful  method  by  which  the  real  facts 
haver  been  disclosed  nas  been  through  the  employment  of  skilled  accountants,  who  are 
alone  capable  and  qualified  to  run  down  corporate  accounts  and  locate  expenditures 
of  money  which  in  the  very  nature  of  things  are  generally  covered  up  as  far  as  possible 
by  bookkeeping  methods  designed  and  intended  to  defeat  any  attempt  that  might  be 
made  to  disclose  the  true  transactions. 

It  must  necessarily  be  almost  impossible  for  your  committee  proceeding  on  its  own 
initiative  in  the  examination  of  witnesses  and  records  to  bring  to  light  the  character  of 
expenditures  that  have  been  made  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor 
in  securing  legislation  and  appropriations*  especially  as  your  committee  nas  denied 
me  the  privilege  of  being  represented  by  an  attorney  in  the  conduct  of  such  examina- 
tion. Therefore,  in  order  that  the  exact  facts  may  be  established,  and  that  no  injustice 
may  be  done  to  the  officials  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  to  others  concerned,  I 
.suggest  the  propriety  of  the  employment  by  your  committee  of  one  or  more  skilled 
expert  accountants  to  examine  the  records,  accounts,  vouchers,  checks,  and  other 
documents  that  may  be  brought  before  your  committee,  and  I  further  suggest  that 
such  experts,  if  appointed,  be  put  upon  oath  to  make  thorough  investigation  and  ac- 
curate report  as  a  basis  upon  which  alone  your  committee  will  be  able  to  fully  interro- 
gate the  witnesses  (officials  of  the  company)  when  placed  upon  the  stand. 
Respectfully, 

Geo.  L.  Lillet. 

Senator  Thubston.  There  is  just  one  other  statement  that  I 
wanted  to  make.  In  looking  over  those  numbered  questions  that 
were  submitted  to  the  committee,  I  think  I  noticed  that  the  closing 
statement,  such  as  the  committee  has  suggested  were  my  hallmark, 
has  been  attached  to  these,  or  some  of  them,  but  I  repeat  again,  I 
knew  nothing  about  those  questions,  and  I  presume  that  whoever 
had  written  my  other  letters  with  that  closing  quotation  added  that 
to  these  letters. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  1 1  o'clock 
to-morrow  morning. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  to-morrow,  Tuesday 
morning,  AprilJZl,  1908,  at  11  o'clock.) 
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House  op  Representatives, 

Tuesday,  ApriTSl ,  1908. 

The  committee  met  at  1 1  o'clock,  a.  m. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  r>e  in  order. 

I  will  call  Mr.  Osborn. 

Mr.  Lilley.  May  I  make  a  statement  ? 

The  Chairman.  This  is  the  New  York  expert  that  Senator  Thure- 
ton  asked  a  question  of,  and  we  would  like  to  have  him  complete  that, 
because  he  has  work  to  do  with  the  expert  at  the  Government  Printing 
Office,  and  he  is  going  there  to  meet  him. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  asked  the  other  day  this  witness  might 
•examine  the  specimens  of  tjrpewriting  which  I  presented  to  the  com- 
mittee, just  for  my  own  satisfaction,  and  I  would  like  the  committee 
to  ask  if  he  has  examined  them  and  what  his  conclusion  is  as  to  the 
typewriter  that  it  was  written  on.  And  I  would  like  to  have  any  de- 
tailed statement  in  connection  with  it,  and  to  have  him  say  the  process 
by  which  he  reached  that  conclusion. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ALBERT  8.  OSBORN— Recalled. 

I  have  examined  it  and  in  my  opinion  the  specimen,  Exhibit  109," was 
written  on  the  same  machine  as  that  upon  which  the  Exhibits  "C  1, 
2,  3,  and  4"  and  the  anonymous  letter  are  written  on,  although  there 
are  some  slight  characteristics  of  the  machine  in  the  way  of  alignment 
that  are  just  a  little  different  at  this  time.  That  is,  changes  that 
might  be  easily  corrected  in  the  case  of  a  few  weeks'  use  of  the  ma- 
chine, or,  of  course,  they  might  be  deliberately  changed.  What  I 
mean  is  that  upon  this  particular  machine  the  matter  of  alignment  is 
a  very  easy  oner  to  change.  That  is,  if  a  letter  is  abnormally  out  of 
alignment  very  badly,  it  is  a  simple  matter  to  simply  with  the  fingers 
bend  the  bar  so  as  to  correct  that  somewhat.  The  particular  question 
was  in  regard  to  the  "n"  and  "v."  My  testimony  was  that  tne  "v,,? 
which  printed  a  little  heavier  than  the  other  letters,  indicated"  that  the 
Hce  of  the  letter  had  been  somewhat  broadened,  perhaps  by  a  conflict 
with  some  of  the  metal  parts  of  the  machine.  Also  that  the  "nr 
printed  somewhat  heavily  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the  letter.  Now 
that  is  true  in  both  statements  of  most  of  the  letters  upon  this  speci- 
men. The  one  in  statements — the  "n" — fifth  line  from  the  bottom, 
is  distinctly  heavier  on  the  left-hand  side  on  the  second  line  from  the 
bottom.  The  comparison  between  the  letters  immediately  preceding 
and  following  the  two  "v's,"  shows  the  "v's"  a  little  heavier  face 
of  letter,  but  if  the  "nV  are  struck  very  heavy  this  distinction 
between  the  right  and  left  hand  side  disappears,  because  both  sides 
become  heavy. 

The  Chairman.  Any  tiling  else,  Senator? 

Senator  Thurston.  No,  1  think,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  You  looked  at  the  sheet  that  Mr.  Neff  sent  in  as 
An  original  of  one  of  the  carbon  copies  ? 

A.  Yes;  two  of  the  sheets. 

The  Chairman.  From  the  Smith  Premier? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Did  you  find  it  was  so  written  and  corresponded 
with  the  others? 
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A.  That  is,  corresponded  with  the  other  machines  of  that  char- 
acter— that  is,  with  the  specimens  marked  "C  1,  2,  3,  and  4,"  and 
the  two  anonymous  letters. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  What  do  vou  mean  by  saying  it  corresponded  ? — A.  That  is,  it  is 
written  upon  tne  same  machine. 

Q.  You  and  the  other  gentlemen  who  were  here  with  you,  Mr. 
Carvalho  and  Mr.  Kinsley,  examined  some  other  papers? — A.  Yes; 
we  examined  that  whole  group  of  papers  and  put  them  into  two 
classes,  those  that  in  our  opinion  were  written  upon  the  same  type- 
writer that  sheets  "  1,  2,  3,  and  4"  were  written  upon  and  those  that 
were  not. 

Q.  Have  you  the  papers;  any  way  of  identifying  them  there? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  written  a  report  upon  it? — A.  Yes;  we  made  a  com- 
bined report.  That  is  our  summary,  stating  that  the  sheets  that 
were  written  upon  the  same  machine  as  "C  1,  2,  3,  and  4,"  which  are 
numbered  from  "C  1"  to  "C  8"  inclusive 

Q.  uCl,,touC8,,,doesthatincludetheoriginal'4C?,,— A.  Includes 
the  original  "1,  2,  3,  and  4/'  and  the  other  sheets  are  not  numbered, 
but  areput  by  themselves. 

Q.  Wnat  do  you  mean  by  the  other  sheets? — A.  Those  that  were 
not  written  upon  this  particular  machine. 

Q.  Now,  then,  let  us  see  that  we  understand.  You  have  a  printed 
report.     You  might  just  insert  the  report  and  get  it  on  the  record. 

Select  Committee  Appointed  under  H.  Res.  288, 

Washington,  D.  C,  April  20, 1908. 

Report  on  identification  on  typewriting  submitted  to  us  by  your  committee  and 
supplemental  to  our  testimony  of  Saturday,  April  18,  1908: 

We  have  been  asked  to  put  into  one  class  all  typewritten  papers  included  in  type- 
written interrogatories  submitted  by  Hon.  George  L.  Lilley  to  this  committee  which 
are  in  our  opinion  written  on  the  same  typewriting  machine  'as  exhibits  marked  Cl. 
C2,  C3,  C4,  and  anonymous  communications  on  New  Willard  Hotel  letter  paper  ana 
Postal  Telegraph  Company  blank  and  the  envelopes  accompanying  those  commu- 
nications. 

This  examination  we  have  made  and  have  put  the  typewritten  interrogatories  into 
two  classes,  designated  as  follows:  "Cl,  02,  C3,  C4,  C5,  C6,  07,  C8,"  and  all  others 
not  written  upon  this  particular  machine  are  unnumbered  and  put  by  themselves. 

In  one  instance  we  find  a  series  of  interrogatories  which  bear  date  March  30,  1908, 
the  first  page  of  which  contains  16  interrogatories,  the  last  of  which  is:  "State 
whether  or  not  funds  are  given  to  any  officer  or  representative,"  etc.,  is  written  on 
the  L.  C.  Smith  machine,  upon  which  was  written  Exhibit  107,  a  machine  different 
from  that  upon  which  Exhibits  Cl,  C2,  C3.  C4  were  written,  while  the  remaining 


the 

aaa^  ,  ...... 

been  written  upon  the  typewriter  upon  which  was  written  Exhibits  Cl,  C2,  C3,  C4. 
These  pages  we  number  Exhibit  Cfi. 

The  following  numbered  sheets  were,  in  our  opinion,  all  written  upon  the  same 
machine  upon  which  was  written  the  sheets  marked  Cl,  C2.  03,  04,  and  the  anony- 
mous communications,  and  we  have  marked  them  05,  consisting  of  two  pages. 

The  paper  marked  C7,  consisting  of  one  mutilated  page,  and  attached,  when  received 
by  us,  to  a  mutilated  page  signed  George  L.  Lilley  in  lead  pencil,  containing  several 
typewritten  interrogatories,  was  written  on  a  machine  different  from  the  one  on  which 
Exhibit  C7  was  written,  this  page  marked  C7  having  been  written  on  the  same  machine 
that  wrote  Exhibits  Cl,  C2,  C3,  C4. 

The  paper  marked  C8,  one  page,  was  also  written  on  the  same  machine  that  wrote 
Cl,  C2,  C3,  C4,  and  the  anonymous  communications. 
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The  undersigned  in  arriving  at  conclusions  given  in  our  testimony  on  April—, 
1908,  worked  independently  of  each  other;  but  in  making  up  this  report,  to  aro 
time,  have  worked  together. 
All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

David  N.  Carvalho. 
William  J.  Kinsley. 
Albert  S.  Obborx. 

Senator  Thubston.  I  don't  know  that  it  makes  any  particular 
difference,  but  I  would  like  to  have  it  definitely  shown  here,  as  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  the  fact  from  this  testimony  that  the  only  com- 
munications that  appear  to  have  been  written  on  this  same  type- 
writer were  those  containing  the  numbered  questions  as  to  which 
my  testimony  is  that  I  did  not  dictate  and  there  appears  to  hare 
been  none  of  the  communications  that  I  dictated  written  upon  that 
typewriter. 

The  Chairman.  By  communications  you  mean  in  the  form  of 
letters? 

Senator  Thubston.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  do  not  think  any  of  them  were  submitted  to  them 
at  all. 

Mr.  Lllley.  May  I  make  a  statement  now? 

The  Chairman.  Certainly,  Mr.  Iilley;  and  I  only  allowed  him  to 
take  precedence  because  he  had  to  meet  the  expert. 

House  of  Representatives  U.  S., 

Washington,  D.  C,  April  tl,  1908. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Inasmuch  as  the  committee  indicated  yesterday  that  it  had  the 
power,  and  would  exercise  it  if  it  deemed  it  necessary,  to  compel  Mr.  Charles  R.  Flint, 
a  party  not  within  the  scope  of  this  inquiry,  to  produce  his  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the 
Lake  submarines  to  foreign  governments,  in  order  that  the  committee  might  ascertain 
from  that  evidence  whether  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  made  undue  profits  in 
the  sale  of  Holland  boats  to  the  United  States  Government,  I  would  suggest  that  the 
committee  gain  the  desired  information  by  the  more  direct  method  of  exercising  the 
same  power  to  compel  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  whose  conduct  is  under  investiga- 
tion, to  produce  its  construction  contracts  and  other  papers  and  evidence  showing 
the  cost  of  producing  the  Holland  boat,  in  order  that  the  committee  may  compare  the 
actual  cost  of  the  Holland  boat  with  the  prices  charged  the  United  States  Government; 
and  to  the  same  end  I  ask  to  add  to  my  request  for  subpoena  for  Admiral  Bowles  that 
the  summons  reouire  him  to  bring  with  him  all  agreements,  books,  memoranda,  and 
writings  of  any  description  relating  to  any  and  all  contracts  heretofore  made  between 
the  W1«w»t.ric  Boat  Company  and  the  Fore  River  Shipbuilding  Company. 

Geo.  L.  Lillet. 

The  Chairman.  This  request  will  be  considered  by  the  committee 
in  connection  with  the  undecided  propositions  in  reference  to  the 
production  of  books  and  answering  of  questions,  which  will  be  held 
m  abeyance,  and  will  be  decided  later.  The  committee  expected 
this  morning  to  take  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Whitney,  who  was  sub- 

Eoenaed  some  weeks  and  was  excused  from  constant  attendance 
ere,  because  he  said  he  would  respond  at  any  time  upon  a  telephone 
call.  The  committee  expected  to  have  him  here  this  morning,  but 
upon  telephoning  his  office  it  was  reported  that  he  had  been  ill  at  his 
hotel,  and  upon  telephoning  his  hotel  it  was  stated  that  he  could  not 
respond  to  the  telephone,  so  that  the  taking  of  his  testimony  will 
have  to  be  deferred  until  some  other  time.  Therefore  for  those 
reasons,  and  owing  to  the  engagement  of  some  members  of  the  com- 
mittee m  the  House 

Mr.  Littleton.  Before  you  make  final  adjournment,  may  I  ask 
you  to  have  this  made  part  of  the  record,  which  is  the  original  grant 
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of  the  patent  to  Charles  Preston  Nelson,  Serial  No.  243476,  dated 
January  3.  1907,  and  the  assignment  from  Charles  Preston  Nelson 
to  Elihu  B.  Ffost,  dated  January  26,  1905,  recorded  in  the  Patent 
Office  January  31,  1905,  Liber  I  71,  page  93) 

The  Chairman.  The  Commissioner  of  Patents  wrote  a  letter 
which  Mr.  Lilley  submitted,  saying  that  no  patent  had  been  granted. 
Is  this  the  same  name  as  tne  person  about  whom  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  wrote,  Charles  Preston  Nelson) 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  That  appears  to  be  a  contradiction  of  the  infor- 
mation that  is  furnished  this  committee,  and  the  committee  will 
take  these  documents  into  consideration.  The  grant  of  the  patent 
and  the  assignment  may  be  spread  on  the  record.  ^ 

[Serial  No.  248478.] 

Department  of  the  Intebiob, 
United  States  Patent  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  3, 1907. 
Charles  Preston  Nelson,  Assignor. 

Care  o/Pennie  A  Qoldsborougn,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Sir:  Your  application  for  a  patent  for  an  improvement  in  nonfogging  optical  instru- 
ments, filed  January  31, 1905,  nas  been  examined  and  allowed. 

The  final  fee,  $20,  must  be  paid,  and  the  letters  patent  bear  date  as  of  a  day  not 
later  than  six  months  from  the  time  of  this  present  notice  of  allowance. 

If  the  final  fee  is  not  paid  within  that  period  the  patent  will  be  withheld,  and  your 
only  relief  will  be  by  a  renewal  of  the  application,  with  additional  fees,  under  the 
provisions  of  section  4897,  Revised  Statutes.  The  Office  aims  to  deliver  patents 
upon  the  day  of  their  date,  and  on  which  their  term  begins  to  run;  but  to  do  this 
properly  applicants  will  be  expected  to  pay  their  final  fees  at  least  twenty  days  prior 
to  tne  conclusion  of  the  six  months  allowed  them  by  law.  The  printing,  photolith- 
Qgraphing,  and  engrossing  of  the  several  patent  parts,  preparatory  to  finalsigning  and 
sealing,  will  consume  the  intervening  time,  and  such  work  will  not  be  done  until  after 
payment  of  the  necessary  fees. 

When  you  send  the  final  fee  you  will  also  send,  distinctly  and  plainly  written,  the 
name  of  the  inventor  and  title  of  invention  as  above  given,  date  of  allowance 
(which  is  the  date  of  this  circular),  date  of  filing,  and,  if  assigned,  the  names  of  the, 
assignees. 

If  you  desire  to  have  the  patent  issue  to  assignees,  an  assignment  containing  a 
request  to  that  effect,  together  with  the  fee  for  recording  the  same,  must  be  filed  in 
this  Office  on  or  before  the  date  of  payment  of  final  fee. 

After  issue  of  the  patent  uncertified  copies  of  the  drawings  and  specifications  may 
be  purchased  at  the  price  of  5  cents  each.  The  money  should  accompany  the  order. 
Postage  stamps  will  not  be  receved. 

Respectfully,  F.  I.  Allen, 

Commissioner  of  Patents. 


ASSIGNMENT. 

Whereas  I,  Charles  P.  Nelson,  of  Annapolis,  county  of  Anne  Arundel  and  State  of 
Maryland,  have  invented  certain  new  ana  useful  improvements  in  nonfogging  optical 
instruments,  for  which  I  am  about  to  make  application  for  letters  patent  of  the  United 
States,  which  application  has  been  duly  signed  and  sworn  to  by  me  on  the  day  of  the 
date  of  these  presents. 

And  whereas  Elihu  B.  Frost,  of  New  York,  thorough  of  Manhattan,  county  and 
State  of  New  York,  is  desirous  of  acquiring  my  entire  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and 
to  the  said  invention  and  the  letters  patent  therefor  when  granted: 

Now  this  indenture  witnesseth  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  $1  in 
hand  paid  to  me,  the  said  Charles  P.  Nelson,  by  the  said  Elihu  B.  Frost,  the  receipt 
whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged.  I  have  assigned  and  transferred,  and  hereby  do 
assign  and  transfer  to  the  said  Elihu  B.  Frost  all  my  right,  tide,  and  interest  in  and 
to  the  said  invention  and  any  letters  patent  that  may  be  granted  therefor,  the  same 
to  be  held  and  enjoyed  by  the  said  Elihu  B.  Frost,  for  his  own  use  and  behoof  and 
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or  the  use  and  behoof  of  h»  hein  or  assigns,  to  the  full  end  of  the  term  for  wtiA 
said  letters  patent  may  be  mnted,  as  fully  ana  entirely  as  the  same  would  have  bom 
held  and  enjoyed  by  me  if  this  assignment  and  sale  had  not  been  made,  and  Ids 
hereby  request  and  authorise  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  issue  said  letters  pites^ 
when  granted,  in  accordance  with  this  assignment.  4 

In  further  consideration  of  said  sum  of  $1,  to  me  in  hand  paid,  I  covenant  and  ipft 
with  the  said  Elihu  B.  Frost  that  I  have  a  lull  and  inencumbered  title  to  the  bum* 
tion,  the  entire  interest  in  which  is  hereby  assigned,  which  title  I  warrant  unto  oil 
Elihu  B.  Frost. 

I  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my  seal  this  26th  <hf 
of  January,  1906. 

Charles  Presto n  Nelson,    [seal]. 

Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  presence  of — 
W.  M.  Marsh. 
P.  F.  Reardon. 

State  op  Rhode  Island,  County  of  Newport,  ss: 

On  this  26th  day  of  January,  1906,  before  me  personally  appeared  the  above-name* 
Charles  P.  Nelson,  to  me  known  and  known  to  me  to  be  the  individual  described  it 
and  who  executed  the  foregoing  instrument,  and  who  acknowledged  to  me  tint  k 
executed  the  same. 

Frederick  H.  Paynb, 
Notary  Public,  Newport  County 

(Recorded  in  Patent  Office,  January  31,  1905,  Liber  I  71,  p.  93.) 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Mr.  Lilley,  may  I  ask  you  a  question? 

Mr.  Lillet.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  If  we  conclude  to  go  into  that  matter  of  cost  at  all, 
do  you  not  think  it  would  be  well  to  have  the  record  of  both  com- 
panies so  that  if  one  company  can  make  the  boats  cheaper  than  the 
other  we  would  know  it? 

Mr.  Lillet.  I  have  no  objection  to  getting  costs  from  not  only  the 
companies  but  all  shipyards.  I  thing  the  Newport  News  Ship  Build- 
ing Company,  Bath  Iron  Works,  ana  various  others  could  give  you  » 
good  deal  of  information  on  costs.  I  certainly  have  no  objections  to 
the  committee  getting  it. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Getting  it  from  any  source  we  can? 

Mr.  Lillet.  Certainly;  and  I  want  to  aid  you  in  doing  so.  Have 
you  anything  further? 

Mr.  Olmsted.  No. 

Mr.  Littleton.  In  reference  to  this  question  of  costs,  I  desire  to 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  when  Admiral  Capps  was  on  the  stand 
he  testified  that  there  was  in  his  posession  a  confidential  detailed 
statement  of  the  cost  of  the  Octopus,  made  after  a  verification,  from 
the  officers  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  That  was  then  confiden- 
tial. Since  that  time  the  Electric  Boat  Company  have  released 
Admiral  Capps  and  the  Navy  Department  from  any  obligations  of 
confidence  in  reference  to  detailed  cost  under  oath  of  the  exact  cost  of 
the  Octopus,  which  is  a  standard  boat,  and  I  advised  the  committee  if 
they  sent  for  that  verified  detailed  statement  of  itemized  cost,  which 
was  made  with  the  greatest  pains  and  care,  and  which  was  regarded 
as  confidential,  they  could  obtain  that  cost.  We  have  released  them 
from  any  confidence  concerning  it. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  has  that  in  mind  as  well  as  the 
fact  that  there  was  spread  upon  the  record  of  the  committee,  without 
any  verification,  at  Mr.  Lilley's  request,  in  Part  IV,  everything  that 
he  had  been  able  to  secure  relating  to  the  cost  of  production.  The 
committee  also  has  in  mind  the  testimony  of  Admiral  Capps  and  the 
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eetimonv  given  yesterday  by  the  selling  broker  of  the  Lake  Com- 
pany. All  this,  of  course,  will  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
ommittee  in  determining  whether,  within  the  scope  of  our  authority, 
t  is  necessary  to  go  into  any  further  technical  evidence  as  to  the  cost* 
►f  these  boats.  Of  course  u  there  appears  to  be  anything  so  irrecon- 
cilable in  the  testimony  of  witnesses  for  the  two  companies  that 
rould  seem  to  indicate  that  the  boats  were  being  sold  by  either  com- 
>any  in  this  country  for  a  larger  price  proportionately  than  they  were 
tbroad  and  that  the  United  States  Government,  as  testified  by  Mr. 
Ldlley,  was  suffering  enormous  loss  through  mere  financial  or  business 
ncompetency,  then  this  committee  would  make  the  most  thorough 
examination  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  both  boats,  and  the  sales 
nice,  commissions  and  division  of  profits  of  boats  sold  abroad,  by 
Either  or  both  of  these  companies.  There  can  be  no  intelligent  con- 
tusion reached  bv  this  committee  as  to  whether  the  United  States 
was  being  defrauded  in  these  contracts  unless  we  knew  at  what  price 
Dther  purchasers  could  secure  the  boats  and  the  basis  of  the  division 
i>f  profits  and  commissions,  and  all  of  that  will  be  expert  evidence 
Mia  the  examination  of  that  evidence  would  then  be  necessary. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess,  then,  until  Thursday,  at 
10.30  a.  m. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  Thursday  morning, 
April  23,  1908,  at  10.30  o'clock  a.  m.) 
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Select  Committee  under  H.  Res.  288, 

House  op  Representatives, 

Thursday,  April  IBS,  1908. 

The  committee  met  at  10.30  o'clock  a.  m. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

The  chairman  would  like  to  state  on  behalf  of  the  committee  that 
hereafter  any  suggestion  to  the  committee  as  to  witnesses  that  will  be 
summoned  or  matters  that  will  be  examined  will  kindly  be  handed  to 
the  clerk  of  the  committee  or  sent  to  the  committee  by  mail. 

Mr.  Lillet.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  desire  to  make  a  correction  in  the 
record.  I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  pages  1359 
and  1360  of  the  record.  It  appears  that  during  my  examination  on 
April  171  was  asked  whether  I  voted  in  the  Naval  Committee  in  favor 
of  a  substitute  motion  offered  by  Representative  Mudd,  whicl}  pro- 
vided for  "four  submarine  torpeao  boats  to  be  contracted  for  in  such 
competitive  tests  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  direct,  $3,500,000, 
of  which  sum  $1,000,000  is  hereby  appropriated."  I  expressed  at 
that  time  my  doubt  whether  the  form  of  amendment  as  recited  in  the 
question  was  correct.  An  examination  of  the  clerk's  journal,  made 
since  the  hearing,  discloses  the  fact  that  it  was  not  correct  and  that  the 
word  "four"  appearing  in  the  amendment,  as  recited  in  the  question, 
should  have  been  "for." 

As  the  report  has  been  widely  circulated  that  I  voted  for  an  amend- 
ment providing  for  the  purchase  of  four  Lake  submarines  for  $3,500,- 
000,  whereas  the  fact  is  that  I  voted  for  submarines  with  no  designated 
number  and  of  no  designated  type,  the  contracts  to  be  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Navy  Department.  I  assume  with  confidence  that  the  com- 
mittee will  be  willing  to  remove,  as  far  as  possible,  the  false  impression 
that  has  gone  abroad,  and  insert  this  correction  in  the  record. 

I  also  desire  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  a  great 
many  inaccuracies  in  the  record;  I  will  not  stop  to  recite  them  all. 
But  in  the  printed  hearings  here  I  have  only  looked  through  a  por- 
tion of  my  own.  *  On  page  1322  it  says:  "He  may  have  come  to  me 
after  the  boat  was  done.  It  shoidd  nave  been,  "He  may  have  come 
to  me  after  the  vote  was  taken."  Then  four  lines  farther  down,  "No 
person  living  connected  with  my  submarine  boat  company"  should 
oe  "connected  with  any  submarine  boat  company." 

Q.  On  what  page  is  that,  Mr.  Lilley?— A.  1322,  thirteenth  line. 
Then  on  page  1323:  "I  sincerely  believe,  and  do  now,  that  there  is 
a  very  handsome  profit  in  submarines  at  $475  a  ton  "  should  be 
"$745."    And  then  four  lines  below  that,  "I  believe  tnat  the  Gov- 
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emment  has  paid  $400,000  for  the  boats,"  and  that  should  be 
"$1,400,000/'  and  on  the  next  page,  here  at  the  bottom,  "It  per- 
mitted them  to  cut  their  course  accordingly, "  should  be,  "CuttW 
cloth  accordingly."  Then  on  page  1326,  fourth  line,  "I  do  not  wall 
having  given  out  anything  at  all  to  be  released  after  it  was  handed  in  to 
the  committee/ '  it  should  be,  "  until  after  it  was  handed  into  tie 
committee."  Farther  down,  about  the  eighteenth  line,  *'I  then  gave 
him  my  impressions  of  the  navy-yards,  practically  embodied  what 
I  stated  the  other  day  in  the  House,"  should  be  "embodying,"  and 
on  page  1330  it  says,  "I  had  some  boiled  potatoes  and  rice  and  beef." 
It  should  be  "roast  l*eef."  *That  does  not  change  that  testimony, 
but  it  shows  that  these  are  very  inaccurate  in  a  great  number  of 
places. 

The  Chairman.  The  chairman  would  state  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mittee that  all  the  corrections  made  by  Representative  Lilley  will  be 
spread  in  full  upon  the  records,  and  tne  chairman  would  like  to  sug- 
gest further,  Mr.  Lilley,  that  although  we  have  employed  the  best 
stenographers  we  could  find,  that  such  inaccuracies  will  creep  in  be- 
tween the  stenographer,  the  printer,  and  the  proof  reader,  and  that  i 
most  ample  opportunity  will  be  given  to  you  before  any  report  b 
made  by  the  committee  to  examine  your  entire  testimony  ana  make 
any  sucn  corrections  as  you  choose,  or  to  make  any  additions  to  what 
is  not  perfectly  clear,  and  if  it  reaches  any  other  witnesses  through 
this  statement  by  the  committee  I  would  like  to  have  at  least  a  por- 
tion of  that  statement  apply  to  all  witnesses;  that  if  they  will  examine 
their  testimony  and  suggest  any  inaccuracies  they  will  be  considered 
by  the  committee. 

Mr.  Lilley.  Thank  you.     I  have  had  time  to  pick  out  only  a  few. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  If  you  will  permit  me,  I  find  Representative  Lilley  s 
reference  to  the  motion  offered  by  Mr.  Mudd  in  the  Naval  Committee; 
it  seems  the  fault  was  not  the  error  of  the  stenographers  of  this  com- 
mittee, but  originated  with  the  stenographer  of  the  Naval  Committee, 
who  appears  to  have  written  "four"  nrst  and  then  changed  it  to  "for.'' 
I  have  before  me  the  copy  which  was  certified  here  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Naval  Committee.  It  was  changed  to  "for,"  but  the  Printing  Office 
seems  to  have  fallen  into  the  error  again  in  writing  "four"  instead 
of  "for."     The  motion  appears  now  to  be  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mudd  offered  the  following  substitute  for  the  resolution  offered  by  Mr.  Louden- 


*  For  submarine  torpedo  boats  to  be  contracted  for  after  such  competitive  testa » 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  prescribe,  $3,500,000,  of  which  the  sum  of  $1,000,009 
is  hereby  appropriated." 

The  vote  on  me  substitute  by  Mr.  Mudd  was  recorded  as  follows: 

In  the  affirmative:  Messrs.  Foss,  Mudd,  Lilley,  Ellis,  Padgett,  Hobson— 6. 

In  the  negative:  Messrs.  Loudenslager,  Butler,  Roberts,  Bates,  Thomas,  DawwOt 
Gregg,  Talbott  Lamar— 9. 

Mr.  Lilley.  That  is  correct,  but  I  notice  practically  the  main  point 
in  the  press  dispatches  thajt  went  broadcast  throughout  the  country 
was  that  I  voted  $3,500,000  for  four  Lake  boats. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  That  is  the  way  it  was  printed  in  our  record,  but  the  error 
occurred  in  the  Government  Printing  Office. — A.  It  appears  that  I 
did  not  vote  for  any  Lake  boats  at  afl,  neither  did  I  vote  for  "four" 
boats. 
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Q.  You  voted  $3,500,000  for  submarine  boats? — A.  Submarine 
boats  left  open  to  competition. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  in  the  communications  which  you  have  handed  to 
this  committee  on  March  19,  and  commencing  at  page  350  of  the  rec- 
ord, you  refer  at  the  bottom  of  page  363 :  "  The  foregoing  facts  and  con- 
ditions influenced  me  to  introduce  House  resolution  No.  264,"  and 
then  the  following  page  you  give  a  copy  of  that  resolution.  The  com- 
mittee has  asked  the  clerk  of  the  House  in  charge  of  the  original  docu- 
ment to  present  the  original  resolution  as  offered  by  you,  which  I  now 
show  you. — A.  I  do  not  know;  it  appears  to  be;  I  assume  that  it  is. 

(The  resolution  referred  to  reads  as  follows:) 

Whereas,  first,  the  following  statements  have  beenpublished  in  the  public  press: 
"  It  can  be  readily  seen  that  the  programme  of  the  House  committee  at  this  session 

Sroposes  to  pay  at  least  one  thousand  two  hundred  and  eighty-six  dollars  per  ton  for 
le  submarines,  against  a  reasonable  price  named  by  Mr.  Bowles  of  seven  hundred 
and  forty-five  dollars  and  forty-five  cents  per  ton,  or  one  million  four  hundred  and 
seventy-six  thousand  two  hundred  and  ninety-six  dollars  and  sixty  cents  more  than 
the  present  builder  said  they  were  worth  when  he  testified  before  the  committee  in 
nineteen  hundred  and  two."  Also:  "It  developed  to-day  that  on  the  seven  Holland 
submarines  commissioned  in  nineteen  hundred  and  three,  at  a  cost  of  one  million 
one  hundred  and  ninety  thousand  dollars,  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  thirty-nine 
thousand  one  hundred  and  nineteen  dollars  and  nine  cents  has  been  expended  in  the 
last  four  years  in  maintenance  and  repairs.  Of  this  amount  three  vessels  alone  have 
taken  most  of  the  appropriation.  It  is  further  ascertained  that  the  Grampus  and 
Pike,  at  Mare  Island  Navy-Yard,  are  now  laid  up,  never  having  worked  to  the  entire 
satisfaction  of  the  Department,  while  Congress  has  just  been  asked  to  appropriate  the 
following  sums  for  repairs  in  addition  to  materials  already  purchased::  The  Adder, 
twenty-four  thousand  five  hundred  dollars;  the  Grampus,  thirty-three  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars;  the  Moccasin,  thirty-four  thousand  nve  hundred  dollars;  the  Pike, 
thirty-three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars.  Must  keep  contracts  secret. — An  inves- 
tigation of  the  contracts  under  which  the  submarines  are  purchased  by  the  Govern- 
ment shows  there  is  a  confidential  paragraph  in  each  contract  by  which  the  Govern- 
ment is  bound  not  to  reveal  any  data  concerning  plans,  specifications,  models,  weight, 
records,  speed  records,  or  any  other  information  without  specific  authority  from  the 
manufacturers.  In  contrast  to  this  secrecy  it  is  pointed  out  that  millions  of  dollars 
of  battle  ships  have  been  built  and  their  performances  and  other  data  are  duly  chroni- 
cled in  the  Annual  Register  of  the  Navy  Department."  Also:  "The  trip  of  the 
submarine  flotilla  made  up  of  the  Cuttlefish,  Viper,  and  Tarantula,  and  accompanied 
by  the  gunboat  Hist,  from  New  York  to  Annapolis  Naval  Academy  has  proved  some- 
what disappointing  to  naval  officials."  Also:  "The  Octopus  is  still  in  the  ship- 
building yard  having  her  engines,  which  were  practically  ruined  in  an  accident 
during  the  acceptance  tests  here  last  spring,  rebuilt;"  and 

Whereas,  second,  secret  Government  contracting  is  against  public  policy  and  the 
specific  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  sections  five  hundred  and  twelve,  five 
hundred  and  fifteen,  thirty-seven  hundred  and  forty-four,  and  thirty-seven  hundred 
and  forty-five,  which  provide  that  papers  on  file  may  be  examined  by  any  person 
desiring  to  do  so,  and  that  copies  thereof  shall  be  furnished  upon  certain  fees:  There- 
fore be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  hereby  directed  to  inform  the  House 
of  Representatives  whether  seven  hundred  and  forty-five  dollars  and  forty-five  cents 
per  ton  is  a  reasonable  price  for  Octopus  type  of  submarines;  what  price  per  ton  is 
being  paid  for  Octopus  type  of  submarines;  whether  the  sum  of  three  million  five  hun- 
dred thousand  dollars  is  excessive  for  eight  Octopus  type  of  submarines;  what  repairs 
have  been  made  on  each  submarine — why,  when,  where,  and  with  what  results:  how 
many  days  each  submarine  has  been  in  active  commission;  how  many  days  each  sub- 
marine has  been  out  of  commission,  and  why;  what  accidents  each  submarine  has  had, 
the  nature  thereof  and  causes  thereof ;  what  contracts  have  been  made  for  submarines; 
what  prices  have  been  paid  per  ton  for  each  submarine  built  or  contracted  for-  what 
submarines  are  available  for  use;  what  submarines  are  not  available  for  use,  ana  why; 
and  to  transmit  to  the  House  of  Representatives  verbatim  copies  of  everything  on  file 
in  the  Navy  Department  relating  to  submarine  boats,  with  tne  exception  of  detailed 
plans  thereof;  but  not  excepting  reports  relating  to  the  performance  of  each  sub- 
marine, accidents  thereto,  repairs  thereon,  and  condition  thereof,  and  the  specifications 
thereof. 
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Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  will  vou  kindly  state  who  prepared  the  resolution 
which  you  offered  in  tne  House  of  Representatives  February  27,  190S, 
which  is  now  known  as  House  resolution  264,  as  being  the  resolution,  i 
a  copy  of  which  was  contained  in  your  communication  of  March  19 
to  this  committee,  published  on  page  364  of  our  record? — A.  I  will 
have  to  inquire  of  Mr.  Webster.     I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  introduced  the  resolution? — A.  I  introduced  it. 

Q.  And  do  we  understand  that  you  do  not  know  who  prepared  it?— 
A.  I  do  not  recall;  I  do  not  know,  in  fact. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  resolution? — A.  I  won't  be  positive 
whether  Mr.  Webster  or  Mr.  Neff  handed  that  to  me. 

Q.  Mr.  Webster  or  Mr.  Neff?—  A.  Yes.- 

Q.  Do  you  know  about  when  they  handed  it  to  you  ? — A.  Only  by 
the  fact  tnat  you  say  it  is  dated  March  19. 

Q.  It  appears  to  have  been  offered  in  the  House  February  27. — A 
Yes;  I  remember  that  as  information  I  wanted  to  get  from  the  Navy 
Department,  and  Mr.  Foss  afterwards  advised  me  to  get  it  by  letter, 
and  I  wrote  the  Department  for  it,  and  they  said  that  that  informa- 
tion had  been  furnished  to  the  committee,  as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  To  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  No;  to  this  committee,  as  I 
remember  it. 

Q.  February  27,  there  was  no  committee  such  as  this  at  that  time.— 
A.  Well,  that  lay  in  the  Naval  Committee  some  days.  I  remember 
going  in  and  talking  to  Mr.  Foss  about  it,  and  he  asked  me  why  I  did 
not  get  the  information  direct  from  the  Department. 

(J.  At  that  time  this  investigating  committee  had  not  been  ap- 
pointed, the  resolution  had  not  been  adopted? — A.  No;  but  it  lay  for 
a  week  or  two  after  that  before  anything  was  done  about  it. 

Q.  Then  your  recollection  is  that  this  resolution,  264,  was  prepared 
by  somebocfy  else  and  handed  to  you,  either  by  Mr.  Neff  or  by  your 
secretary,  Jlr.  Webster? — A.  That  is  my  recollection. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  step  aside,  then,  for  one  minute?  Mr. 
Webster,  will  you  take  tne  stand  ? 

BENJAMIN  WEBSTER— Recalled. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  already  been  sworn. 
By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Webster,  I  show  you  the  original  resolution,  No.  264,  offered 
by  Mr.  Lilley,  or  in  his  name,  in  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the 
27th  of  February,  1908. — A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  having  pre- 
pared this  resolution.     In  fact,  I  am  quite  positive. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  ever  having  seen  the  resolution? — A.  I  think 
I  have  seen  it  in  the  office,  if  I  remember  right;  there  is  Mr.  Liller's 
signature  on  it. 

Q.  You  saw  him  put  his  signature  on  the  back — the  name  Lilley  I— 
A.   Yes. 

Q.  Had  you  seen  it  before  that  time? — A.  I  have  no  recollection 
of  having  seen  it. 

Q.  February  27? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  did  not  prepare  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  did  the  typewriter? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  did? — A.  No,  sir. 
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The  Chairman.  You  might  finish  this  up  by  saying  where  you 
pt  it. 
A.  I  think  Mr.  Lilley  handed  it  to  me. 

TESTIMONT  OF  ABNER  E.  NEFF— Recalled 

The  Chairman.  Now,  Mr.  Neff. 
A.  I  recollect  this;  this  is  my  work. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  say,  then,  Mr.  Neff,  as  I  understand — I  was  at  the  tele- 
phone— that  you  prepared  the  resolution? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  do  with  it? — A.  I  took  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  and 
[ave  it  to  him. 

(  Q.  You  gave  it  to  him  for  what  purpose? — A.  To  present,  if  he  saw 
it.  He  was  looking  after  the  prices  at  that  time.  I  think  he  wanted 
o  know  from  me  how  much  those  things  cost,  and  I  told  him,  I  think, 
hat  I  did  not  know,  but  he  ought  to  get  that  out  of  the  Navy  Depart- 
oent,  as  I  understood,  and  I  prepared  it  and  handed  it  to  him  for 
ntroduction. 

Q.  When  had  you  first  had  a  conversation  about  the  cost? — A.  I 
hink  it  was  about  a  day  before  that  that  I  talked  to  him.  That  was 
lie  first  time  I  got  in  close  touch  with  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  That  was  February  26 1— A.  Just  about  that  time. 

Q.  What  conversation  did  you  have  at  that  time? — A.  It  was 
Dst  along  what  he  was  trying  to  prove  at  that  time;  practically  the 
irst  conversation  that  we  had  gotten  into  was  shortly  before  I  handed 
dm  this,  as  I  recollect. 

Q.  In  what  way  was  he  trying  to  prove  anything? — A.  Well,  he 
ranted  to  get  at  the  real  facts,  and  I  told  him  the  records  were  the 
lest  thing  to  get  at,  as  real  facts,  and  the  best  thing  to  do  was  to 
bauest  it. 

Q.  You  say  he  was  trying  to  prove  something.  What  was  he 
lying  to  prove? — A.  Well,  I  guess  exorbitant  profits  in  the  sub- 
marine business. 

Q.  Where  was  he  trying  to  prove  that;  before  what  body? — A.  He 
lad  not  said  that;  I  really  don't  know. 

Q.  That  is  the  first  conversation  you  had  upon  the  subject? — A. 
[hat  practically  was  my  first  real  conversation  toward  giving  him 
tav  assistance,  about  that  time  I  think;  I  would  not  say  positively. 

Q.  Did  he  send  for  you  or  did  you  go  to  him? — A.  I  went  to  him; 
le  never  sent  for  me  at  all. 

Q.  Had  you  had  any  conversation  prior  to  that  time  on  this  sub- 
let?— A.  I  am  positive  on  this  subject  I  did  not  have  any  prior  con- 
rersation  with  him. 

Q.  When  was  that  resolution  prepared  ? — A.  It  was  prepared  in  the 
rffice  about  a  couple  of  days  before  that — a  day  or  so  before  that. 

Q.  What  office  V— A.  Prepared  on  my  L.  C.  Smith  machine. 

Q.  In  what  office? — A.  In  the- Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company's 
iffice. 

Q.  A  couple  of  days  before  that?  How  did  you  know  Mr.  Lilley 
nras  seeking  that  information  if  you  did  not  have  a  conversation 
with  him  until  after  this  was  prepared  ? — A.  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  you  just  prepared  it  without  previous  con- 
versation with  him? — A.  I  would  not  say  that,  Mr.  Olmsted,  because 
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I  do  not  recollect  whether  we  did  or  not.  It  was  about  that  tin 
first  got  into  conversation  with  Mr.  Lilley,  and  told  him  that  he  ou 
to  have  an  attorney,  and  that  I  would  be  glad  to  give  him  si 
assistance  as  I  had  in  my  possession. 

Q.  He  did  not  need  an  attorney  to  introduce  this  resolutioi 
A.  Well,  not  on  this  resolution,  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Q.  Who  assisted  you  in  preparing  the  form  of  the  resolution 
A.  1  don't  know  as  anybody  assisted  me  in  that.  I  had  a  lot  of  ne 
paper  clippings  there,  and  it  was  from  those  clippings  this  comp 
tion  was  gotten  up. 

Q.  Who  first  suggested  to  you  the  introduction  or  preparatioi 
the  resolution? — A.  I  don't  know.  Mr.  Whitney  was  in  our  oi 
at  that  time,  and  he  may  have  suggested  it. 

Q.  Didn't  he? — A.  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Did  he  not  suggest  it? — A.  Well,  I  know  he  referred  mc 
several  newspaper  clippings,  and  said  that  that  would  be  a  basi 
getting  out  some  real  facts,  and  I  think  I  had  those  newspaper  c 
pings,  and  from  those  compiled  this  data. 

Q.  That  was  Mr.  Whitney's  suggestion,  then,  that  you  should 
so? — A.  I  think  it  was;  ves,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  not? — A.  I  think  it  was;  ves,  sir. 

Q.  Aren't  vou  sure  it  was? — A.  I  clon't  know  as  I  can  say  p 
tively,  I  would  say  more  than  likely  he  did. 

O.  Well,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  did,  did  he  not? — A.  Well,  if 
wish  it  that  way,  yes. 

Q.  Now,  then,  he  assisted  you  in  preparing  it,  did  he  not  ? — A.  "VI 
I  don't  know;  he  may  have  made  some  suggestions,  but  I  think 
biggerpart  of  it  that  I  prepared  he  may  have  given  me. 

Q.  Did  he  not  dictate  it  to  you? — A.  No;  he  did  not  dictate  i 
me.     I  never  took  any  dictation  from  Mr.  Whitney. 

Q.  Then  you  did  the  typewriting? — A.  I  think  the  greater  ] 
of  the  compilation,  as  I  recollect. 

Q.  The  resolution  begins,  "  Whereas  the  following  statements  1 
been  published  in  the  public  press,"  and  so  forth. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  public  press  had  they  been  published  in? — A.  I  tl 
that  was  in  the  New  York  Herald,  as  I  recollect  it. 

Q.  What  date  ?— tA.  I  do  not  recollect  the  date. 

Q.  Who  showed  you  the  New  York  Herald  that  had  it  in? — 1 
got  the  paper,  I  generally  take  the  New  York  Herald  and  Wo 
and  I  think  Mr.  Whitney  pointed  it  out  to  me,  as  I  recollect,  I  wc 
not  say  for  sure,  but  I  know  the  matter  was  brought  to  our  aft 
tion  through  Mr.  Whitney. 

Q.  He  pointed  out  to  you  that  article  in  the  New  York  Hei 

which  had  that  quotation  which  reads  as  follows A.  I  read 

I  think,  before  he  pointed  it  out  to  me;  I  don't  think  he  brougl 
to  me. 

Q.  He  called  your  attention  to  that  as  the  matter  to  work  in 
resolution? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now  Mr.  Whitnev  apparently  was  familiar  with  the  New  Y 
Herald  article? — A.  I  clo  not  think  there  is  any  question  that  he  i 
the  article  and  brought  it  to  my  attention. 

Q.  That  is  the  first  quotation  which  reads  as  follows: 

"It  can  be  readily  seen  that  the  programme  of  the  House  c< 
mittee  at  this  session  proposes  to  pay  at  least  $1,286  per  ton  for 
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submarines,  against  a  reasonable  price  named  by  Mr.  Bowles  of 
1745.45  per  ton" 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  "Or  $1,476,296.60  more  than  the  present  builder  said  they 
were  worth  when  he  testified  before  the  committee  in  1902,"  that 
s  the  end  of  the  quotation  from  the  public  press,  first  quotation  in 
resolution  264.  Now,  then,  ^proceeds,  "also,"  then  it  quotes  again, 
the  resolution: 

It  developed  to-day  on  the  7  Holland  submarines  commissione'd  in  1903,  at  acost'of 
$1,190,000,  the  sum  o!  $439,119.09  has  been  expended  in  the  last  four  years  in  main- 
tenance and  repairs.  Of  this  amount,-  three  vessels  alone  have  taken  most  of  the 
appropriation.  It  is  further  ascertained  that  the  Grampus  and  Pike,  at  Mare  Island 
wavy- Yard,  are  now  laid  up,  never  having  worked  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the 
Department,  while  Congress  has  just  been  asked  to  appropriate  the  following  sum  for 
repairs  in  addition  to  materials  already  purchased:  Tne  Adder,  $24,500;  the  Grampus , 
133,500;  the  Moccasin,  $34,500;  the  Pike,  $33,500.  Must  keep  contracts  secret. 
Kjx  investigation  of  the  contracts  by  which  submarines  are  purchased  shows  there  is 
l  confidential  paragraph  in  every  contract  by  which  the  Government  is  bound  not  to 
reveal  any  data  concerning  plans,  specifications,  models,  weight  records,  speed 
records,  or  any  other  information  without  specific  authority  from  the  manufacturers. 
[n  contrast  to  this  secrecy,  it  is  pointed  out  that  millions  of  dollars  of  battleships  have 
been  built,  and  their  performances  and  other  data  are  duly  chronicled  in  the  Annual 
Register  of  the  Navy  Department. 

Now,  that  is  the  second  quotation  in  House  resolution  264,  pur- 
porting to  have  been  taken  from  the  public  press.  Will  you  state 
irom  what  paper  that  quotation  was  taken? — A.  I  don't  know 
whether  it  was  the  World,  I  do  not  recollect  just  now;  it  was  taken 
from  one  of  the  papers,  either  the  World  or  the  Journal. 

Q.  From  what  date? — A.  Previous  to  this  time. 

Q.  How  long  previous? — A.  I  could  not  say  as  to  that. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  quotation  begins,  "It 
developed  to-day."  Is  that  the  day  on  which  the  resolution  was 
prepared? — A.  No;  just  wait  until  I  get  back  there. 

Q.  Also,  "It  developed  to-day." — A.  That  was  from  the  quotation 
of  the  date  of  the  article;  that  was  in  the  date  of  the  article — date  of  the 
newspaper  article. 
i    Q.  You  do  not  know  what  that  date  was? — A.  No. 

Q.  Nor  what  newspaper? — A.  I  could  not  recall  just  now. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  it  was  in  any  newspaper? — A.  I  am  positive  it 
was  in  the  newspaper,  because  all  of  this  stuff  in  quotations  I  copied 
verbatim  from  tne  newspapers. 

Q.  From  the  newspapers  to  which  Mr.  Whitney  called  your  at- 
tention?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  provision  of  sections  512,  515,  3744, 
and  3745  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
because  I  read  them  over  very  thoroughly. 

Q.  When? — A.  About  the  time  I  prepared  this. 

Q.  Who  brought  them  to  your  attention? — A.  I  went  over  to  the 
returns  office  to  look  up  these  contracts  and  get  some  data,  and  then 
the  man  gave  me  copies  of  that,  and  then  I  went  over  them  with 
Mr.  Whitney  and  talked  them  over;  that  is,  to  find  out  whether  this 
stuff  was  true. 

Q.  To  what  office? — A.  Returns  office  of  the  Interior  Department. 

Q.  Did  the  Interior  Department  have  to  do  with  this  matter? — A. 
They  have  all  those  contracts;  all  contracts  must  be  filed  with  the 
Interior  Department. 


1492  HEAKINGS  ON    HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288. 

Q.  All  contracts  of  the  Navy  Department  ? — A.  Navy  Department 
War  Department,  and,  I  think,  the  Interior  Department  are  filed 
with  the  returns  office. 


Q.  Of  the  Interior  Department? — A.  Yes,  sir. 


I  am  not  talking  now  about  contracts  as  much  as  I  ain  about 
thermovisions  of  the  Kevised  Statutes. — A.  That  has  to  do  with  th^ 
filing  of  these  contracts.  j 

Q.  Who  brought  your  attention  to  the  provisions  of  the  Revise^ 
Statutes  ? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Whitney  called  my  attention  to  it  at  thif 
time.  I 

Q.  Now  we  come  to  the  resolution  itself:  It  seems  to  call  for  infarJ 
mation  only  why  $745.45  per  ton  is  a  reasonable  price  for  the  Odopttj 
type  of  submarines.  WTiy  did  you  not  put  in  something  about  th^ 
other  type  of  submarines  ? — A.  Because  they  have  never  been  sol^ 
to  the  Government  yet.  We  had  never  sold  any  of  our  boats  to  the 
Government. 

Q.  You  had  made  one  contract  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  It  was  just  as  important  to  the  Government  to  know  what  w« 
a  reasonable  cost  to  make  one  type  of  submarine  as  the  other!— 1 
We  had  quite  a  controversy  as  to  prices  before  we  came  in. 

Q.  You  were  only  proposing  to  investigate  one  company  ? — A.  The 
resolution  did  not  call  for  the  investigation  of  any  otner. 

Q.  And  you  prepared  the  resolution? — A.  What  resolution? 

Q.  House  resolution  264. — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Yourself? — A.  I  think  so ;  yes. 

O.  You  carefully  refrained  from  putting  anything  in  as  to  the  coA 
of  the  Lake  boat? — A.  I  did  not  think  the  Department  had  anythiw 
as  to  the  cost  of  the  Lake  boat,  except  our  last  contract,  and  they  hal 
never  built  a  boat  to  demonstrate  whether  or  not  it  was  a  reasonabW 
cost  taken  in  conjunction  with  its  capabilities  and  performances.      I 

Q.  You  did  not  ask  Mr.  Lilley  to  introduce  a  resolution  as  to  th^ 
cost  of  the  Lake  boat? — A.  No. 

Q.  When  was  it  Mr.  Whitney  first  suggested  to  you  the  preparation 
of  such  a  resolution  to  be  introduced  by  Representative  Lilley  %—. A.  I 
think  it  ^as  just  about  the  time  that  I  prepared  this.  I  do  not  recok 
lect  the  exact  date.  | 

O.  How  long  did  it  take  you  to  prepare  it  and  look  up  the  data,  and 
so  forth? — A..  I  suppose  it  took  three  or  four  hours  to  look  up  th* 
data. 

Q.  To  go  up  to  the  returns  office  and  look  up  the  contract?— A- 
Yes;  I  was  over  there  and  looked  up  the  contract. 

Q.  So  it  was  all  done  the  same  day? — A.  I  think  I  did  that  on  one 
day — I  think  I  had  gotten  it  out,  but  I  went  over  to  the  returns 
office  to  verify  it. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  this  resolution  had  been  under  preparation 
for  some  time  before  that? — A.  No;  it  had  not.  I  am  pretty  sure 
of  that. 

Q.  Wasn't  it,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  prepared  before  the  resolution 
was  introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley  calling  for  an  investigation?— A. Oh, 
my,  no. 

Q.  Wasn't  this  prepared  before  the  23d  of  February? — A.  No, sir; 
because  I  never  talked  about  anything — I  was  in  consultation  with 
Senator  Thurston  on  another  and  a  different  matter  and  paid  no 
attention  to  anything  like  that.";  r-  * 
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Q.  Had  you  consultation  with  reference  to  this  resolution  264  ? — 
A.  I  don't  believe  they  showed  that  to  me  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  consultation  with  him  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  about  the  subject? — A.  No,  sir. 

O.  About  the  subject  of  such'a  resolution  being  introduced  at  all  ? — 
A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  That  was  just  Mr.  Whitney's  idea? — A.  That  wras  about  the 
only  idea  I  accepted  it  from. 

Q.  When  did  vou  first  have  a  conversation  with  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  on 
that  subject? — A.  I  never  talked  with  J.  C.  Lake  on  this  subject 
at  all. 

Q.  Or  Mr.  Simon  Lake? — A.  I  know  Mr.  Simon  Lake  did  not  like 
the  matter  very  much,  because  it  was  hitting  prices.  We  had  a  little 
difference  on  tnat. 

Q.  When  was  it  you  had  that  difference? — A.  It  was  some  time 
after  he  was  called  on  the  stand  here — about  the  time  that  he  was 
called  down  to  Washington;  I  think  at  that  time. 

Q.  He  was  not  on  tne  stand  with  reference  to  this  resolution? — 
A.  Oh,  no;  but  it  was  some  time,  because 

Q.  I  am  talking  about  the  resolution. — A.  He  never  saw  this  reso- 
lution. 

Q.  When  did  you  tell  him  that  such  a  resolution  would  be  intro- 
duced?— A.  I  don't  know  as  I  did  tell  him  that  it  would  be  intro- 
duced.    I  think  that  I  sent  him  a  copy  of  it,  though. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  prepared  about  the  same  time  that  the  other  resolu- 
tion was  introduced  for  an  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany?— A.  No;  I  think  it  was  prepared  several  days  after. 

Q.  How  many  days  after  would  you  say? — A.  My  recollection  is, 
I  should  say,  three  or  four  or  five  days  afterwards. 

Q.  I  wall  ask  you  to  look  at  the  resolution  and  tell  me  what  that 
first  date,  February  22,  is  there,  and  you  won't  need  a  magnifying 
glass  to  discern  that  fact. — A.  I  guess  that  was  when  it  was  prepared. 

Q.  Then  it  was  not  prepared  on  the  26th? — A.  I  guess  that  was 
the  day  it  wras  introduced,  or  the  27th. 

Q.  That  "22"  was  evidently  written  by  you  upon  your  type- 
writer, and  that  "27,"  wasn't  that  written  on  a  different  typewriter? — 
A.  Yes;  it  is  different  colored  ink. 

Q.  A  different  colored  ink?-^-A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  A  different  typewriter? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  put  that  in,  if  you  know? — A.  I  don't  know.  Did  you 
put  that  in,  Webster?    I  don't  know. 

Q.  Well,  on  that  point,  you  do  not  know? — A.  No. 

Q.  But  that  was  prepared  on  or  before  the  22d  of  February?— A. 
I  know  that  the  matter  was  suggested  to  me;  it  was  not  original  with 
me.  and  he  asked  me  if  I  would  prepare 

Q.  That  occurring  on  or  before  the  22d,  it  must  have  been  before, 
because  it  would  taKe  one  day  to  go  to  the  Department  and  another 
day  to  write  it,  and  vou  began  it  about  the  20th. — A.  I  didn't  begin 
it  about  the  20th.  I  didn't  begin  it  until,  I  think  it  was,  the  day 
before  the  date  of  it.  It  must  have  been  the  21st  or  the  22d.  I  know 
it  was  about  that  time  I  wrent  over  to  the  returns  office;  I  had  summed 
up  the  whole  thing,  and  went  to  the  returns  office  to  verify  it. 

Q.  When  did  you  hand  it  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  think  I  did  not 
hand  it  to  him  until  about  the  27th;  I  think  it  was  the  27th. 
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Q.  Didn't  you  hand  it  to  him  on  the  22d? — A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  that  you  did  not? — A.  Well,  I  was  in  doubt 
about  presenting  it;  I  didn't  know  whether — I  didn't  want  to  hit 
prices;  I  was  a  little  doubtful  as 

Q.  Did  he  have  any  doubt  about  introducing  it  when  you  did 
present  it  to  him? — A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  it? — A.  I  don't  recollect  what  he  did 
8ay. 

Q.  Where  did  you  first  see  the  figures  which  appear  in  the  resolu- 
tion ? — A.  The  very  first  time  I  saw  anything  of  tne  figures  or  knew 
anything  about  them  were  in  the  newspaper  articles. 

fy  Take,  for  instance,  these  figures,  $1,476,296.60.— A.  This  is 
copied;  I  never  saw  them;  they  are  not  my  figures;  I  never  saw 
them  until  I  saw  them  in  the  newspaper  article. 

Q.  If  those  figures  were  given  to  a  daily  newspaper  in  a  memo- 
randum written  on  one  or  the  other  of  your  two  typewriting  machines, 
most  of  them  on  the  Smith  Premier,  did  you  write  them,  or  did 
Mr.  Whitney? — A.  I  did  not  write  them.  \  do  not  know  whether 
Mr.  Whitney  wrote  them  or  not.  I  know  that  I  did  not  write  them 
or  know  anything  about  them. 

Q.  Did  he  use  your  machines? — A.  I  gave  Mr.  Whitney  the 
courtesy  of  our  office.  I  never  considered  him  a  part  of  our  office, 
but  he  formerly  occupied  the  same  position  that  1  occupy,  and  he 
was  connected  with  some  of  Mr.  Lake's  companies,  and  1  extended 
the  courtesy  of  our  office,  and  I  paid  no  attention  to  him,  and  did  not 
consider  him  a  part  of  our  office.  He  came  in  and  if  he  wanted  to 
use  a  machine  he  used  it,  and  that  was  all  there  was  to  it. 

Q.  He  did  use  it,  then? — A.  He  did  use  it,  yes. 

Q.  He  did  use  them,  then?— A.  Oh,  yes. 

Q.  Either  one  or  both,  as  he  chose  ?^— A.  Yes.  I  told  him  to  use 
what  he  found  there.     I  extended  him  the  courtesy  of  the  office. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  his  preparing  or  writing  any  articles  or  infor- 
mation for  any  newspapers  ? — A.  No,  sir.  Mr.  Whitney  never  talked 
with  me  as  to  his  business.  He  also  seemed  very  glad  to  find  out 
what  he  could  from  me  as  to  submarine  matters,  but  he  never 
ventured  any  information  to  me.  Once  in  a  while  he  made  a  sug- 
gestion like  this. 

Q.  Whom  did  he  suggest  should  introduce  this  resolution?— A  I 
don't  recollect. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  take  it  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Well,  I  did 
not  intend  to  take  it  to  Mr.  Lilley  at  first. 

Q.  Who  did  vou  intend  to  take  it  to? — A.  I  had  not  made  up  my 
mind.  I  thought  I  would  trv  to  get  some  friend  of  mine  to  introduce 
it.  Then  I  did  not  know  whether  it  was  the  right  thing  to  do,  and 
then  I  hesitated. 

Q.  Then  you  consulted  with  Whitney  and  took  his  advice? — A  I 
don't  know  whether  I  took  his  advice  on  it  or  not.  I  know  there  was 
some  hesitation  at  the  time,  and  I  know  that  I  did  not  prepare  those 
papers.  I  never  prepared  any  newspaper  articles  for  our  company  or 
anybody  else. 

Q.  I  am  now  talking  about  the  resolution.  He  suggested  to  you 
the  preparation  of  this  resolution? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  To  be  introduced  by  somebody? — A.  Yes,  sir. 


Q.  V? 

lid,  "< 
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Whom  did  he  recommend  as  the  introducer? — A.  I  think  he 
said,  "Get  some  of  your  friends ;"  I  don't  know  as  he  named  any- 
particular  person. 

Q.  Did  vou  take  it  to  anyone  except  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  did  not. 
I  hesitatecf 

Q.  Did  you  submit  it  to  any  other  Member  of  Congress? — A.  Not 
that  I  recollect.  * 

Q.  To  whom  else  did  vou  submit  the  resolution  before  presenting 
it  to  Mr.  Lilley?— A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  some  person  or  persons  with  whom  you 
talked  about  it? — A.  No;  I  do  not;  because,  as  I  say,  at  that  tune 
my  mind  was  occupied  with  things  of  more  concern  to  me,  and  I  did 
these  things  in  a  sort  of  perfunctory  way,  and  my  recollection  is  not 
clear  as  to  what  I  actually  did  at  tliat  time,  because  I  was  spending 
most  of  my  time  at  the  hospital. 

Q.  If  on  or  about  the  13th  of  February,  1908,  there  was  written 
on  your  L.  C.  Smith  machine  a  memorandum  sent  to  a  daily  paper 
or  a  representative  of  a  daily  paper  containing  this  quotation,  "  It  is 
our  unanimous  opinion  that  it  is  best  to  have  the  full  quotations 
sent  you  printed  so  that  our  friends  can  use  naval  opinions  with 
Members  as  from  this  newspaper  authority " — if  that  was  written  on 
your  L.  C.  Smith  machine,  did  you  or  did  you  not  write  it? — A.  I 
absolutely  did  not  write  it. 

Q.  If,  then,  that  paper  or  memorandum  containing  that  quota- 
tion accompanied  othet  papers  and  memoranda  written  on  your 
Smith  Premier  machine,  did  you  or  did  you  not  write  the  other 
paDers? — A.  I  did  not  write  them. 

Q.  In  your  best  judgment,  who  did? — A.  I  would  not  say.  I  do 
not  know. 

Q.  You  have  sworn  you  have  seen  the  anonymous  communica- 
tion?—A.  Mr.  Ruth  brought  those  to  the  office,  and  that  was  the  first 
time  I  had  seen  the  actual  copies. 

Q.  Since  it  has  been  introduced  here,  you  are  familiar  with  it? — 
A.  Yes,  sir.     I  was  here  the  day  that  Mr.  Edinborough  handed  it  in. 

Q.  Then  you  know  the  paper  to  which  I  refer? — A.  Yes;  you  refer 
to  this  telegraph  blank. 

Q.  You  are  now  handed  a  photographic  copy  of  it. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  this  question:  ft  there  was  written  on  your  Smith 
Premier  typewriting  machine,  in  your  custody  at  the  office  of  the 
Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  a  memorandum  sent  to  representa- 
tives of  the  daily  newspapers  containing  these  words,  "Memorandum 
showing  lack  of  economy  in  submarines  at  proposed  cost  of 
$1,476,296.60,  more  than  contractor  testified  they  were  worth/'  if ,  as 
I  say,  that  memorandum  wTas  written  on  your  Smith  Premier  machine 
on  or  about  the  13th  of  February,  1908,  can  you  account  for  the  iden- 
tity of  those  figures — that  is,  the  figures  appearing  in  the  anonymous 
communication  on  the  Postal  telegraph  blank  and  the  figures  appear- 
ing in  House  resolution  264  prepared  oy  you  ? — A.  I  can  only  account 
for  the  figures  appearing  in  the  resolution  as  I  took  them  from  the 
newspapers,  and  I  have  absolutely  no  knowledge  of  the  figures  pre- 
vious to  what  I  saw  in  the  papers. 

Q.  And  the  suggestions  from  Mr.  Whitney? — A.  Yes;  I  absolutely 
knew  nothing  about  it  previous  to  that. 
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Q.  Then  is  not  the  presumption  very  plain,  and  is  not  the  conclu- 
sion very  plain,  in  your  mind,  that  those  figures  were  supplied  by  Mr. 
Whitney? — A.  I  would  not  want  to  say  that. 

Q.  What  is  your  judgment  on  the  matter? — A.  I  do  not  care  to 
state. 

Q.  As  far  as  this  committee  can  determine  they  originated  on  your 
machine. — A.  I  do  not  doubt  it;  I  don't  know  anything  about  it. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Whitney  did  have  access  to  your  machine  f— A.  Yes^sir. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Webster  sometimes? — A.  Mr.  Webster  never  was  on 
our  machine  until  after  Mr.  Judson  came  down  here.  Mr.  Webster 
had  nothing  to  do  with  them. 

Q.  Have  you  any  doubt  that  the  anonymous  communication  on 
the  Postal  telegraph  blank  w&s  written  on  your  Smith  Premier  ma- 
chine?— A.  No;  I  nave  not  any  doubt  whatever.     It  is  as  plain  as  day. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  a  great  tribute  to  the  three  experts. 

Q.  If  these  same  nine  figures,  1,476,296.60,  were  written  on  your 
Smith  Premier  machine  before  you  prepared  House  resolution  264, 
you  do  not  know  who  wrote  them  unless  it  was  Mr.  Whitney? — A.  I 
will  say  that  I  do  not  know  who  wrote  them,  but  I  do  not  want  to 
cast  any  reflections  upon  anybody. 

Q.  Who  else  had  access  to  the  machine  that  could  have  written 
it?— A.  Well,  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  did  write  these  in  House  resolution  264  ? — A.  I  did. 

Q.  Copying  them  from  the  New  York  Herald  ? — A.  From  the  New 
York  newspapers  entirely. 

Q.  If  on  or  about  the  13th  of  February,  1908,  there  was  written 
upon  your  L.  C.  Smith  typewriting  machine,  in  the  office  of  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company,  a  memorandum  to  be  forwarded  to  a  repre- 
sentative of  a  daily  newspaper,  this  paragraph,  "The  committee 
thinks  it  necessary  to  get  prominent  officers*  ideas  and  opinions  before 
public  so  newspapers  will  start  editorial  discussion  or  the  problem 
that  is  far  more  serious  than  surface  indications  tell;"  if  that  was 
written  do  you  know  who  wrrote  it  ? — A.  No,  I  do  not.  I  know  I  did 
not. 

Q.  You  have  frankly  told  us  all  you  know  about  the  matters  about 
which  I  have  thus  far  asked  you.  Will  you  kindly  take  that  volume 
before  you  and  turn  to  page  350,  about  the  middle  of  the  page,  "Mr. 
Lilley  fias  filed  with  the  committee,  dated  March  19,  1908,  directed  to 
the  chairman,  a  statement  of  some  23  pages,  incorporating  with  it 
clippings  from  various  journals  in  reference  to  the  value  or  torpedo 
boats  and  torpedo-boat  tests  ?" — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  also  prepare  that  letter? — A.  This  was  a  compilation 
of  both  Mr.  Webster  and  myself.  Mr.  Webster  came  over  and  worked 
with  me,  and  we  got  these  up. 

Q.  How  did  Mr.  Webster  come  to  be  working  with  you  ? — A.  I  don't 
recollect,  but  I  know  that  I  wanted  him  to  help  me  on  the  thing.  I 
had  some  other  things  to  do,  and  this  is  a  compilation  of  both  Mr. 
Webster  and  myself,  and  he  prepared  the  figures  and  got  a  great  deal 
of  the  stuff  in  shape  for  me. 

Q.  And  you  and  Mr.  Lilley  and  Mr.  Webster  were  working  in  har- 
mony at  that  time? — A.  At  this  time;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  letter  is  written  on  the  House  of  Representatives'  paper, 
and  signed  by  Mr.  Lilley. — A.  The  best  of  my  recollection  is  that  we 
prepared  all  of  this  data.     I  am  trying  to  refresh  my  memory  with 
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Senator  Thurston.  He  says  he  does  not  recollect  that  he  prepared 
that. 

Q.  The  letter  itself,  however,  what  do  you  say  about  that?  It 
contains  a  summary  of  the  matter  which  you  say  you  prepared. — A. 
Well,  I  think  we  prepared  that.  I  know  it  was  prepared  in  our  office, 
because  I  had  Mr.  Webster  over  there  working  on  the  figures,  and  we 
were  getting  the  whole  compilation  together. 

Q.  And  you  must  have  had  Mr.  Lilley's  stationery. — A.  Mr.  Web- 
ster brought  some  over  for  that  special  purpose. 

Q.  That  date  and  those  extracts  from  hearings  before  the  House 
Naval  Committee  and  the  newspaper  clippings  were  prepared  by 
Mr.  Webster  and  yourself,  as  I  assume,  and  as  the  letter  itself  seems 
to  state,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  before  this  committee  the  other 
side  of  the  controversy — that  is,  as  oetween  the  two  companies.  The 
letter  starts  out:  "Your  committee  has,  I  confess,  somewhat  to  my 
surprise,  permitted  witnesses — both  those  who  could  by  reason  of 
expert  knowledge  know  something  of  the  construction,  qualities,  and 
cost  of  our  present  submarines,  and  also  those  who  could  have  no 
possible  expert  or  other  knowledge  as  to  the  construction,  perform- 
ances, efficiency,  and  cost  of  these  submarines — to  give  as  part  of 
their  supposed  testimony  glowing  accounts  of  the  remarkable  quali- 
ties of  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  submarines;  and  having  thus 
established  the  precedent,  and  m  order  that  the  question  of  the  cost 
and  efficiency  or  these  boats  may  be  presented  on  both  sides,  I  sub- 
mit the  following."  What  did  you  mean  by  "both  sides?" — A. 
Well,  it  looked  as  if  they  were  making  out  our  boats  as  not  worth 
anything  and  that  our  side  ought  to  be  in  there  just  as  well  as  the 
other  side.  I  wanted  to  show  the  cost  of  our  boats,  and  also  show 
that  the  prices  for  those  boats  were  not  in  accord  with  the  perform- 
ances of  their  boats. 

Q.  What  you  meant  in  that  letter  when  you  said  "both  sides" 
had  reference  to  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  on  the  one  side 
and  the  Electric  Boat  Company  on  the  other,  and  you  thought  they 
both  ought  to  be  in  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  reason  of  that  letter  and  the  data? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  make  any  objection  to  signing  it  and  presenting 
it  to  the  committee"? — A.  Why,  I  do  not  recall  whether  he  did  or  not. 

Q.  He  signed  it,  anyway.  The  day  that  the  Naval  Committee 
voted  on  the  submarine  proposition,  were  you  present  in  the  com- 
mittee?— A.  No.  I  went  in  the  committee  after  it  was  over  and 
asked  about  the  result. 

Q.  Where  were  you  at  the  time  the  vote  was  taken  or  at  the  time 
the  matter  was  under  discussion  ? — A.  I  was  all  over  the  Capitol.  It 
was  a  long  session,  and  I  was  waiting  until  the  committee  adjourned  to 
find  out  what  information  I  could  get. 

Q.  Who  was  the  first  member  of  the  committee  you  saw  after  the 
matter  was  decided  ? — A.  I  would  not  be  sure — maybe  Mr.  Bates. 

Q.  I  wish  vou  would  be  quite  sure.  Who  did  you  meet  immediately 
after  the  adjournment  to  talk  with  about  it  ? — A.  I  think  I  met  Mr. 
Bates. 

Q.  Is  he  the  only  member? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  others? — A.  I  met  Mr.  Lilley,  I  think,  out  in  the  hall,  and 
in  the  Capitol  afterwards,  and  I  think  Mr.  Mudd. 

Q.  You  walked  out  with  Mr.  Lilley,  did  you  not  ? — A.  No. 
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Q.  I  do  not  mean  out  of  the  room,  but  in  the  hall? — A.  No;  I  met 
him  coming — I  came  through  the  main  Statuary  Hall,  and  I  think  I 
had  gotten  to  where  the  restaurant  was,  and  I  think  he  had  just  come 
from  lunch  and  was  there  lighting  a  cigar,  and  he  just  simply  said, 
"  Our  proposition  lost  out." 

Q.    'Our  proposition  lost  out." — A.  That  is,  ours;  that  we  had  lost 

Q.  Is  that  the  extent  of  the  conversation  ? — A.  I  said,  "If  that  is  so, 
why  it  is  pretty  hard  on  us."  There  was  not  any  extended  conversa- 
tion at  all.     Except  simply  a  word  passed  between  us. 

Q.  Which  one  of  you  was  it  said,  "Then  there  is  nothing  left  for  an 
investigation?" — A.  Neither  of  us.  I  did  say  to  some  people,"  Well, 
the  only  thing  for  us  to  do  is  to  carry  on  our  fight  on  the  floor  of  the 
House,  on  theproper  line  of  competition,"  and  that  is  what  I  took  up 
with  Senator  Thurston,  and  that  is  along  the  line  I  worked  solely. 

Q.  That  is,  along  the  line  of  what  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  called  a  propa- 
ganda?— A.  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  was  not  here  at  the  time  that  this  bill  was 
taken  up.  I  was  practically  here  alone,  and  felt  that  I  was  alone  as 
far  as  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  was  concerned,  and  I  endeav- 
oredSto  keep  in  touch  with  the  legislative  situation  as  far  as  I  possibly 
could,  and  also  the  situation  at  the  Department,  and  when  this  thing 
failed  I  went  immediately  to  Senator  Thurston  and  talked  the  matter 
over,  and  I  got  the  data  together  and  I  went  to  his  house  and  he  pre- 
pared the  remarks  that  we  wanted  to  have  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
House,  and  I  was  laboring  along  that  line  entirely,  and  this  thing 
came  in  and  blocked  the  whole  thing,  and  I  have  been  drawn  into  it, 
and  the  more  I  got  drawn  into  it  the  more  work  I  did  and  that  was 
simply  gathering  as  the  case  went  on 

Q.  You  were  doing  the  best  you  could  for  your  company? — A.  I 
was  trying  to. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  tell  you  how  the  different  members  of  the  Naval 
Committee  had  voted  on  your  proposition? — A.  No,  sir;  he  did  not. 
He  said  it  was  an  executive  session. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  the  information? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  recall 
how  I  did  get  it.     I  might  have  gotten  it  out  of  the  newspapers,  cora- 

Filing  those  that  were  friendly  to  us,  and  by  a  process  or  elimination 
may  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  I  do  not  know  how  I  just  did  it 

Q.  It  is  fair  to  state  to  you  that  witnesses  heretofore  have  testified 
that  the  provision  of  the  submarine  amendment,  as  I  will  call  it,  the 
provision  in  the  naval  bill  of  1908  with  reference  to  submarines,  Mr. 
Skerrett  testified  that  he  got  them  from  Mr.  Whitney. — A.  Mr. 
Simon  Lake  testified  that  he  sent  it  to  Mr.  Whitney,  and  that  he  got 
it  from  me,  and  I  got  it  from  the  clerk  of  the  committee. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  ask  you. — A.  I  thought  I  had  testified 
to  that  previously. 

Q.  I  do  not  think  we  asked  you. — A.  I  went  to  Chairman  Foss, 
and  told  him  I  was  very  much  interested  in  the  exact  wording  of  the 
submarine  provision  and  asked  him  if  he  would  consent  to  my  going 
and  taking  a  copy,  and  he  said  he  had  no  objections.  And  he  allowed 
Mr.  Theall  to  give  me  a  copv,  and  I  think  I  handed  it  to  Mr.  Simon 
Lake  in  order  that  he  might  fenow  the  exact  wording  of  the  provision. 

Q.  It  is  quite  likely  that  you  got  from  the  same  source  the  votes? — 
A.  1  do  not  recollect  that  I  did.  I  know  that  I  did  not  have  the  votes 
at  the  time  that  I  got  that,  but  I  recollect  it  appeared  in  a  couple  of 
New  York  papers,  and  I  knew  those  who  had  intimated  to  me  that 
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they  would  vote  for  it,  and  then  from  general  gossip  those  that  did  not, 
and  there  was  a  question  about  one  or  two,  and  I  made  a  couple  of 
copies  afterwards,  later  on,  at  the  time  Mr.  Judson  came  here,  I  made 
a  copy  of  that  provision  and  attached  to  it  the  list,  as  I  thought,  of  the 
members  that  voted,  but  I  found  afterwards  that  it  was  not  correct. 

Q.  The  committee  appreciate  and  thank  you  for  the  entire  frank- 
ness with  which  you  have  apparently  told  us  everything  you  'know 
about  this  matter  so  far  as  we  have  asked  you.  There  is  one  further 
Question  we  desire  to  ask,  and  that  is  this:  xou  have  already  testified 
tnat  you  did  not  write  these  two  anonymous  letters, .  although  they 
were  written,  as  you  concede,  upon  your  Smith  Premier  machine? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  we  believe  what  you  have  told  us,  but  we  would  like  to 
ask  you  now  to  state  to  us  with  equal  frankness,  is  it  not  a  fact  that 
you  knew  that  they  had  gone  out? — A.  I  did  not.  I  was  entirely 
innocent  of  any  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  they  had  gone  out,  or  any- 
thing about  them.  The  first  that  I  knew  anything  about  this  was 
when  the  committee  brought  them  up  here. 

Q.  So  you  did  not  know  then  that  either  one  of  them  had  gone  out 
until  you  learned  it  as  they  were  brought  out  here  in  this  committee 
room?— A.  Until  they  were  brought  out  here  in  this  committee  room, 
and  I  never  had  any  suspicion  that  anything  like  that  was  going  on. 
or  that  they  had  gone  out.  I  knew  nothing  about  them  at  all  until 
the  committee  brought  them  out. 

Q.  Since  these  anonymous  communications  have  been  brought  out, 
or  were  brought  out  in  testimony  before  this  committee,  witn  what 
person  or  persons  have  you  talked  who  did  seem  to  know  something 
about  them? — A.  I  have  not  talked  with  anybody  who  seemed  to 
know  anything  about  them  or  indicated  that  they  knew  anything 
about  them.  I  have  had  my  own  ideas,  but  I  did  not  feel  that  I  should 
give  expression  to  my  ideas  or  thoughts  along  this  line.  I  was  sur- 
prised, and  that  was  all. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Neff.  Will 
you  resume  the  stand,  Mr.  Lilley  ? 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  GEOBGE  L.  LILLEY— Recalled. 

Hon.  George  L.  Lilley,  being  recalled,  on  being  examined,  testified 
as  follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  have  heard  the  testimony  of  Mr-  Webster  and  Mr.  Neff  con- 
cerning the  resolution  No.  264? — A.  That  is  the  one  you  showed 
me? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  whether  your  understanding  of  the  matter  agrees  with 
theirs? — A.  Well,  I  think  that  Mr.  NefFs  impression  is  correct.  I 
think  he  handed  me  that  resolution  and  that  I  introduced  it  the  same 
day.  I  did  not  charge  my  memory  with  it  at  all.  I  thought  it  might 
bring  out  some  facts  for  the  information,  and  I  have  not  given  it  here 
in  any  other  way,  and  I  do  not  know  as  it  is  worth  while. 
k/Q.  Do  you  know  who  changed  the  date  in  the  resolution  from 
February  22  to  February  27  ? — A.  I  do  not.  I  do  not  know  anything 
about  the  resolution  at  all  except  that  I  introduced  it  by  request. 

O.  It  does  not  say  on  the  paper  "By  request." — A.  I  do  not  mean 
in  that  sense. 
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S.  You  do  not  mean  in  the  sense  in  which  when  a  person  introduces 
1  or  resolution  he  notes  on  it i  l  By  request  ? " — A.  No. 

Q.  You  introduced  it  on  your  own  responsibility? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Although  on  request  of  Mr.  Neff  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  the  19th  of  March  you  signed  and  submitted  to  this  com- 
mittee a  communication  which  commences  on  page  350,  and  includes 
considerable  data,  extracts  from  hearings  before  the  naval  hearing, 
the  statement  of  Admiral  Capps,  and  sundry  newspaper  clippings, 
and  at  the  bottom  of  page  363,  in  the  course  of  your  testimony  under 
oath,  you  state:  ''The  foregoing  facts  and  conditions  influenced  me 
to  introduce  House  resolution  264."  How  do  you  explain  that? — A 
I  never  read  this. 

Q.  You  swore  to  it. — A.  I  swore  to  what? 

Q.  That  is  your  sworn  testimony  here  on  the  bottom  of  page 
363. — A.  Why,  I  introduced  this  statement  made  up  and  prepared 
by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Neff ;  I  accepted  it  from  them  and  placed  it 
before  the  committee. 

Q.  You  were  a  witness  under  your  oath  here,  and  in  that  capacity 
you  presented  it  to  us,  and  we  accepted  it. — A.  I  presented  all  the 
questions  to  you  for  Rice  and  Frost  in  the  same  wav. 

Q.  That  was  not  in  the  nature  of  testimony.  That  was  in  the 
nature  of  questions  to  be  propounded  to  some  one  else;  there  was 
no  statement  of  facts  to  them. — A.  I  did  not  intend  to  swear  to  this 
as  of  my  own  knowledge. 

Q.  But  whose  knowledge  would  it  be  when  you  say,  "The  foregoing 
facts  and  conditions  influenced  me  to  introduce  House  resolution  No. 
264  V — A.  These  were  embodied  in  House  resolution  264. 

Q.  No;  I  beg  your  pardon.  The  committee  have  looked  through 
these  newspaper  clippings  and  these  hearings  very  carefully,  and  there 
is  not  a  word  irom  one  of  them  embodied  in  House  resolution  No.  264.— 
A.  I  did  not  intend  to  swear  to  the  newspaper  clippings,  and  if  I  have 
it  is  through 

Q.  Of  course  you  did  not  swear  to  the  truth  of  the  newspaper  clip- 

J>ings,  and  we  did  not  so  understand  you,  but  you  did  say:  "Tne 
oregoing  facts  and  conditions  influenced  me  to  introduce  House 
resolution  No.  264. " — A.  Well,  Mr.  Olmsted,  you  understand  that 
this  was  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  so  far  as  the  hearings  before 
the  House  Naval  Committee  in  this  document  is  concerned,  and  the 

figures  and  also  the  newspaper  clippings 

Q.  That  is  not  the  point.  You  give  us  here  certain  extracts  from 
hearings  before  the  Naval  Committee  and  certain  newspaper  clip- 
pings, and  then  sav:  ''The  foregoing  facts  and  conditions  influenced 
me  to  introduce  Efouse  resolution  No.  264."  Then  you  follow  with 
House  resolution  No.  264,  and  we  look  at  it  and  we  do  not  find  a 
single  figure  in  House  resolution  264  that  is  included  in  these  extracts 
from  the  hearings  and  newspaper  clippings,  which,  you  say,  at  the 
bottom  of  page  363,  influenced  vou  to  introduce  the  resolution.  Not 
a  single  figure  or  statement  in  that  resolution  is  found  in  these  hear- 
ings and  newspaper  clippings  w^hich  you  say  influenced  you  to  intro- 
duce it,  but  they  are  the  figures  found  in  the  anonymous  communica- 
ions  and  nowhere  else. — A.  The  exact  figures? 

Q.  The  exact  figures. — A.  Well,  I  tell  you  I  did  not  read  it.    Well,  I 
have  got  hold  of  the  wrong  resolution  here.     Please  tell  me  what  it  is. 
Q.  It  is  on  the  top  of  page  364  and  your  language  is  at  the  bottom 
of  page  363. — A.  Where  are  the  figures? 


HEARINGS   ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288.  1501 

Q.  The  figures  are  written  out.  The  resolution  and  preamble 
begins  on  the  top  of  page  364 :  ' '  One  million  four  hundred  and  seventy- 
six  thousand  two  nundred  and  ninety-six  dollars  and  sixty  cents 
more  than  the  present  builder  said  they  were  worth  when  he  testified 
before  the  committee  in  nineteen  hundred  and  two."  Those  figures, 
1,476,296.60,  do  not  appear  in  any  of  these  documents  which  you  pre- 
sented to  us  and  said  that  they  influenced  you  to  introduce  that  reso- 
lution. In  the  original  resolution  they  are  typewritten  in  figures. — A. 
I  never  saw  them  at  all. 

Q.  What  do  you  say  now  as  to  the  truth  of  your  statement  on  page 
363  that  the  "  foregoing  facts  and  conditions  influenced  me  to  intro- 
duce House  resolution  264?" — A.  Well,  the  general  facts  are  known 
of  all  men. 

Q.  But  you  say  they  influenced  you. — A.  I  did  not  prepare  this 
document. " 

Q.  Nor  write  this  letter? — A.  This  down  at  the  bottom 

Q.  This  letter  of  March  19,  at  page  350.  Your  signature  appears 
on  page  351. — A.  I  think  this  is  the  work  of  Senator  Thurston;  isn't 
it? 

Senator  Thurston.  No;  that  letter  has  not  my  hall-mark  on  it. 

A.  Oh,  I  beg  vour  pardon;  this  was  Mr.  Judson  or  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  not  mine. 

A.  Then  I  will  have  to  say  I  don't  know  whose  it  is. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  guess  Neff  must  have  written  that. 

A.  If  you  will  permit  me,  I  will  correct  my  testimony  by  saying 
that  I  tliink  this  whole  document  came  to  me  from  Mr.  Neft. 

Q.  That  is  what  he  said.     You  signed  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  is  it  not  a  fact  that  you  were  influenced  by  Mr.  Neff,  the 
agent  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  to  introduce  House  reso- 
lution 264? — A.  That  is  the  one  we  have  Deen  talking  about? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Certainly;  he  handed  it  to  me  and  I  mtroduced  it. 

Q.  That  is  all  the  influence  there  was  about  it? — A.  He  thought 
it  might  bring  out  some  knowledge  that  this  committee  would  like  to 
have. 

Q.  This  committee  had  not  been  appointed;  there  was  no  such 
committee. — A.  But  when  it  was  appointed,  at  least  I  wanted  to  be 
prepared  to  give  it  what  information  I  could,  and  I  have  been  pursu- 
ing that  ever  since,  in  getting  information  from  the  Navy  Department 
within  a  day  or  two  right  on  this  subject. 

Q.  But  this  resolution  was  prepared  just  about  the  time  that  the 
other  resolution  introduced  by  yourself  was  offered. — A.  The  resolu- 
tion that  I  offered  for  investigation,  you  mean? 

Q.  Yes.     That  was  introduced  on  the  20th. — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  this  resolution  was  prepared  on  or  before  the  22d? — A. 
My  remembrance  came  to  me  a  week  later. 

Q.  We  assume  correctly  that  Mr.  Neff  handed  it  to  you  and  asked 
you  to  introduce  it,  and  you  introduced  it;  that  is  the  whole 
story? — A.  Certainly,  that  is  what  I  intended  to  give  you,  that* 
impression  from  the  start. 

Q.  But  that  is  not  the  impression  we  would  naturally  draw  from 
page  363,  "the  foregoing  facts  and  conditions  influenced  me  to  intro- 
duce House  resolution  264."  Mr.  Lilley,  will  you  inform  us  what 
communications  in  writing  you  have  had  from  Mr.  Simon  Lake 
within  the  past  year? — A.  None  whatever. 


1502  HEARINGS  ON    HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288.  I 

Q.  Will  you  inform  us  what  communications  you  have  had  from 
Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  within  the  past  year? — A.  I  can  not  inform  you.  I 
may  have  had  a  communication  from  him  last,  but  I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  If  you  did  receive  a  letter  would  you  still  have  it  in  your  pos- 
session ¥— A.  Xo,  sir. 

Q.  As  a  business  man,  do  you  not  preserve  your  correspondence!— 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  None  of  it? — A.  Why,  when  the  file  gets  full  I  empty  it  in  the 
scrap  basket,  unless  it  is  something  pretty  important.  I  do  not  pre- 
serve correspondence  from  constituents  who  want  seeds 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lake  want  seeds  ? — A.  Or  favors.  He  wanted  me  to 
do  him  a  favor,  if  he  wrote  me,  probably, 

Q.  Why  should  you  think  that  he  wanted  you  to  do  him  a  favor I- 
A.  Every  man  that  claims  to  have  a  vote  m  Connecticut  thinks  he 
has  a  right  to  call  on  me  to  do  him  a  favor. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  have  you  at  any  time  said  to  a  newspaper 
man — I  ask  you  this  because  you  are  reported  in  the  newspapers,  I 
have  a  clipping  here  somewhere,  to  have  said  that  other  members  or 
some  members  of  the  Naval  Committee  were  nothing  more  than 
traveling  salesmen  for  certain  torpedo-boat  companies?— A.  Not  in 
that  language. 

Q.  Did  you  use  anything  bearing  that  interpretation? — A.  What 
I  said,  I  said  in  executive  session  of  the  Naval  Committee  the  day  the 
vote  was  taken  on  the  naval  programme.  I  think  it  appears  in  the 
testimony  here. 

Q.  It  was  not  executive  to  us:  we  haven't  got  it,  but  we  did  reed 
it  in  the  papers. — A.  I  gave  no  interview  of  that  character. 

Q.  Did  you  say  it  in  the  Naval  Committee  ? — A.  Not  in  those  words.; 

Q.  That  some  of  the  other  members  were  nothing  better  thil 
traveling  salesmen  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  ?— A.  Not  in  thoee 
words. 

Q.  Anything  that  would  bear  that  interpretation? — A.  Different1 
people  put  different  constructions  on 

Q.  Perhaps  if  you  would  tell  us  what  you  did  say A.  I  do  not 

recall.     I  did  not  charge  my  memory  with  those  things. 

Q.  That  is  an  important  matter,  did  you  not  use  some  language 
very  much  like  that? — A.  I  have  given  no  interview  to  any  newspaper 
of  that  character. 

Q.  1  know,  but  that  is  not  what  I  ask.  Did  you  make  some  such 
utterance  in  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  Why,  Mr.  Olmsted,  I  do 
not  remember  just  what  I  said  in  the  Naval  Committee. 

Q.  Did  you  say  something  like  that? — A.  I  won't  swear  as  to  what 
I  said. 

Q.  Will  you  state  that  you  did  not  say  something  of  that  kind  I— 
A.  I  won't  testify  either  way,  except  that  I  said  nothing  in  that 
language,  as  you  nave  put  it. 

Q.  Well,  now,  did  you  send  to  Secretary  Me  tcalf  when  he  was  West 
•in  August,  on  August  10,  1907,  a  message  written  on  a  Western 
Union  telegraph  blank,  reading  like  this: 

Watekbuby,  Conn.,  August  10, 1907. 
Hon.  Victor  H.  Mbtcalf: 

Your  favorable  consideration  interests  my  constituents.  Lake  Company  solicited. 
See  letter. 

Geo.  L.  Luxet. 
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A.  I  testified  as  to  that  the  other  day. 

Q.  You  did  not  testify  the  other  day  in  regard  to  "that  telegram? — 
A.  That  is  the  one  that  Mr.  Neff  brought  me  at  the  Hotel  Elkton,  in 
Waterbury. 

Q.  I  do  not  think  you  were  asked  about*  this  telegram.  This  is 
the  telegram  you  sent  on  that  day? — A.  That  is  the  telegram. 

S.   We  dia  not  have  the  language  of  it.     Then   this  message 
ressed  to  Victor  H.  Metcalf ,  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  dated  August 
10,  1907,  and  written  on  a  Western  Union  telegraph  blank: 

Waterbury,  Conn.,  August  10, 1907. 
Hoii.'victob  H.  Metcalf: 

Your  favorable  consideration  interests  my  constituents.  Lake  Company  solicited; 
See  letter. 

Geo.  L.  Lillet 

That  is  the  message  which  you  sent  from  Bridgeport,  as  has  been 
testified  to?— A.  Waterbury. 

Q.  At  the  request  of  Mr.  Neff,  the  agent  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company? — A.   ies,  sir. 

Q.  Then  did  you  on  the  same  day  send  to  Secretary  Metcalf  a 
letter  reading  thus A.  The  letter  went  the  following  morning. 

Q.  (Reading:) 

[George  L  Lilley  at  large.  Connecticut,  Naval  Affairs.    House  of  Representatives  TJ.  S.,  WAsh|ng 

ton,  D.  CJ 

(Stamped:)  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Navy  Department.    Received  Sept.  3,  1907. 

Waterbury,  Conn.,  August  10,  1907. 

Sir:  I  understand  the  late  legislation  of  Congress  does  not  interfere  with  the  abso- 
lute discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  awarding  contracts  for  submarines,  and 
it  will  no  doubt  appeal  to  you  that  for  the  best  results  keen  and  active  competition 
must  supplant  monopoly.    Such  competition  will  benefit  the  Navy  in  two  ways: 

1.  A  monopoly  of  the  business  by  one  company  would  result  in  exorbitant  prices 
after  this  poBcy  had  destroyed  its  competitors,  but  competition  means  the  best  for 
the  least  money.  " 

2.  A  monopoly  of  the  business  would  do  away  with  the  keen  rivalry  for  improve- 
ments.   Active  competition  will  bring  out  the  best  in  the  shortest  time. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  before  awarding  the  contract  you  will  examine  not  only  the 
reports  of  the  sea-going  tests,  but  also  the  plans  and  specifications  submitted  by  the 
Lake  Company,  and  that  you  will  see  your  way  clear  to  divide  the  business. 
Yours,  very  sincerely, 

Geo.  L.  Lilley. 
To  the  Honorable  Victor  H.  Metcalf, 

Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

(Copy  sent  to  Fouts  Springs.) 

Q.  This  is  the  letter  which  you  sent,  or  caused  to  be  sent? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  That  was  mailed  in  duplicate,  one  to  Washington  and  one  to 
Fouts  Springs,  Cal.,  and  on  the  23d  of  September,  1907,  you  addressed 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  reading  as  follows: 

[George  L.  Lilley,  at  large,  Connecticut— Naval  Affairs.    House  of  Representatives,  U.  8.,  Washing- 
ton, D.  C] 

(Stamped:)  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Navy  Department,  received  Sept.  24,  1907. 

The  Honorable  Victor  H.  Metcalf, 

Secretary  of  the  Navy,  Washington,  D.  C. 
*  My  Dear  Sir:  My  constituent,  Mr/  J.  C.  Lake,  writes  me  you  are  in  doubt  as  to  the 
intention  of  the  Naval  Committee  and  the  House  in  the  matter  of  submarines. 
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As  for  the  attitude  of  the  House  toward  Mr.  Roberts's  argument,  nobody  listened 
to  it  when  it  was  made.  Neither  the  House  nor  the  untrammeled  members  of  the 
Naval  Committee  would  care  whether  the  boats  were  on  paper  or  completed,  as  lone 
as  when  delivered  to  the  Government  they  would  be  equal  to  any  afloat.  And  &g  I 
understand  it  the  Lake  people  do  not  ask  you  to  accept  any  boat  unless  it  fulfills  all 
the  conditions  of  the  contract. 

I  am  certain  that  the  House  Vou Id  vote  against  monopoly.  Congress  clearly  showed 
its  disposition  when  in  the  appropriation  for  the  last  two  battle  ships  it  stipulated  that 
with  any  one  company  but  one  snip  should  be  contracted  for. 

Among  the  well-meaning  Members  of  Congress  the  Lake  people  have  more  friend* 
because  they  have  never  employed  the  methods  of  the  Holland  type  people.  It  a 
well  known  that  the  eompany  Mr.  Roberts  appeals  to  represent  is  doing  more  to-daj 
in  the  employment  of  questionable  methods  to  intimidate  Members  of  Congress  and 
the  Naval  Committee  than  all  other  corporations  in  the  United  States. 
Yours,  very  truly, 

Geo.  L.  Lilley. 

Watkrbury,  Conn.,  Sept.  W,  1907. 

That  was  your  letter,  was  it  not? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  you  followed  up  those  letters  by  a  visit  to  Washing- 
ton later  in  the  fall? — A.  Not  for  any  purpose  or  following  up  the  let- 
ters. I  came  here  in  the  fall  to  Jamestown,  with  the  governor's 
party. 

Q.  And  on  that  trip  you  did  stop  and  confer  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  with  reference  to  a  contract  for  the  Lake  Boat  Company?— 
A.  No;  I  think  not.  I  have  no  recollection  of  speaking  with  the 
Secretary  about  contracts  with  the  Lake  Company  at  that  time. 

Q.  I  asked  the  question  because  I  thought  that  you  had  already  j 
testified ;  I  may  be  in  error. — A.  I  think  not.  ! 

Q.  You  did  at  a  later  period,  then,  call  upon  him? — A.  With  the 
Connecticut  delegation  after  they  had  their  luncheon  here,  but  not  at 
that  time,  but  at  a  later  time. 

Q.  Called  upon  him  in  the  interest  of  a  contract  for  the  Lake  Tor- 

Eedo  Boat  Company? — A.  I  called  with  the  Connecticut  delegation, 
ut  took  no  part  in  the  argument,  as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  But  you  were  there  ? — A.  I  was  there. 

Q.  For  whatever  moral  influence  your  presence  gave.  That  was 
the  object  of  the  delegation  calling? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  have  you  named  to  us  all  the  persons  to  whom  you 
showed  your  resolution  before  introducing  it?  You  showed  the  reso- 
lution which  you  introduced  February  20,  1907,  being  the  one  calling 
for  the  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  To  the  best 
of  my  recollection,  I  have. 

Q.  They  were,  as  I  recall  it,  Mr.  Sherman,  Mr.  Dalzell,  and  Mr. 
Payne? — A.  Hobson.     Those  are  all  the  people  I  recall. 

Q.  Did  you  show  to  any  Member  of  the  House  prior  to  the  intro- 
duction of  that  resolution  any  draft  of  a  resolution^  whether  it  was 
the  final  draft  or  not? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that  I  did,  and  I  do  not 
wish  to  include  Mr.  Sherman  as  having  seen  the  resolution.  I  do  not 
think  he  saw  the  draft  of  the  resolution.  I  spoke  to  him  about  it. 
The  people  whom  I  showed  it  to  were  the  other  three. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  you  say  to  Mr.  Sherman?  You  did  not  show 
him  the  resolution;  what  did  you  say  to  him? — A.  I  told  him  I  was 
thinking  of  introducing  the  resolution? 

Q.  Is  that  all  you  said  to  him? — A.  Why,  practically,  I  think. 

Q.  Let  us  have  all  of  it,  so  far  as  you  can  remember;  that  would 
be  a  very  brief  statement  about  introducing  a  resolution? — A.  I  told 
him  I  was  thinking  of  introducing  a  resolution,  and  told  him  the  nature 
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of  it,  to  inauire  into  the  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  *s 
to  securing  legislation. 

Q.  Did  you  mention  to  him  your  dissatisfaction  with  the  provi- 
sions which  the  Naval  Committee  had  put  in  the  bill  on  the  subject  of 
submarines?— A.  Probably  did. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  upon  that  point  ? — A.  What  did  I  say  1 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  talked  along  the  lines  of  throttling  competition. 

Q.  Did  you  not  say  to  him,  Mr.  Lilley,  that  if  the  provisions  were 
changed  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  introduce  this  resolution;  some- 
thing of  that  kind?— A.  How  changed? 

Q.  Change  the  provisions  in  the  Naval  Committee. — A.  I  do  not 
recall. 

Q.  Change  it  for  competition,  something  of  that  kind. — A.  I  do  not 
recall  it. 

Q.  What  was  your  object  in  telling  him  anything  about  it?  You 
did  not  show  it  to  him,  you  say? — A.  No ;  I  do  not  think  I  had  a  draft 
of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  day  it  was  that  you  talked  with  him 
about  it?— A.  The  12th  of  February. 

Q.  The  12th  of  February?— A.  I  think  so.  I  think  I  was  just 
about  leaving  the  Capitol  building  to  go  to  New  York.  In  order  to 
locate  the  date  I  wired  the  Murray  Hill  Hotel,  where  I  stopped,  and  I 
have  a  telegram  saying  here  I  registered  at  Murray  Hill  on  February 
12.     Now,  that  was  just  before  I  left  for  the  train. 

Q.  What  you  simply  desired,  as  you  have  testified,  was  open  com- 
petition?— A.  Open  competition. 

Q.  Was  not  your  talk  to  Mr.  Sherman  about  some  way  that  you 
thought  the  necessity  of  introducing  the  resolution  might  be  avoided  ? — 
A.  I  deplored  the  condition  that  necessitated  an  investigation. 

Q.  Would  you  have  felt  that  it  was  necessary  if  the  provisions  in  the 
naval  bill  had  been  otherwise  ? — A.  If  the  provision  m  the  naval  bill 
had  been  as  it  had  been  in  the  previous  year,  so  that  it  was  for  open 
competition  left  in  the  hands  of  the  Navy  Department,  giving  the 
Secretary  discretion,  I  would  probably  have  not  introduced  the  reso- 
lution, but  having  heard  from  various  people  of  high  standing  of  the 
practices  and  methods  that  had  been  going  on  here  for  a  great  many 
years,  I  know  before  I  got  to  Congress 

Q.  You  had  not  heard  about  that,  however,  between  the  10th  of 
February  and  the  12th? — A.  I  had  heard  enough  about  this  com- 
pany  

Q.  That  we  understand. — A.  To  convince  me  that  it  would  be  the 
proper  thing  to  find  out  what  influences  were  at  work  so  that  it  en- 
abled them  to  pass  such  a  motion  as  was  presented  at  that  time.    • 

Q.  Now,  as  you  have  just  stated,  if  the  provisions  in  the  bill  had 
provided  for  open  competition,  you  would  not  have  felt  it  necessary 
to  introduce  a  resolution,  or  did  you  not  say  something  of  that  kind  to 
Mr.  Sherman? — A.  Possibly  I  did. 

Q.  Or  that  if  the  provisions  were  changed  it  would  not  be  necessary 
to  introduce  it? — A.  No;  I  do  not  recall  that;  it  could  not  have  been 
changed  then,  not  in  committee. 

Q.  The  bill  had  not  been  reported  yet  to  the  House. — A.  It  might 
have  been  changed  in  the  House. 

Q.  It  might  have  been  changed  in  the  committee,  might  it  not?  It 
was  not  reported  for  five  or  six  weeks  after  that. — A.  I  have  never 
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known  bills  to  have  been  changed  in  the  committee  after  it  had  passed 
the  committee. 

Q.  You  testified  here  before  that  it  could  have  been  changed  in  the 
committee,  and  you  hoped  it  would  be.  I  am  simply  asking  that 
question  in  harmony  with  the  thought  which  I  got  from  what  you  said 
before. — A.  Will  you  please  point  that  testimony  out? 

Mr.  Howard.  Do  you  admit  it,  or  deny  it? 

A.  There  have  been  a  number  of  questions  put  to  me 

Mr.  Howard.  That  is  not  the  question.    Do  you  admit  it,  or  deny  it! 

A.  I  do  not  recall  it. 

O.  Mr.  Lilley,  I  have  before  me  here  a  clipping,  I  am  very  positive 
of  that,  it  can  be  found  in  the 'testimony;  I  remember  distinctly  that 
you  did  say  that  it  might  be  changed  in  the  committee,  and  you  hoped 
that  it  would  be.  Now,  I  assume  from  that  that  your  object  in  speak- 
ing to  these  gentlemen,  to  Mr.  Sherman,  was  in  the  hope  that  the 
change  in  the  provision  might  be  brought  out  so  as  to  obviate  the 
necessity  of  your  introducing  the  resolution  at  all  ? — A.  No;  that  was 
not  the  object. 

Q.  What  wTas  the  object  in  speaking  to  Mr.  Sherman  about  that?— 
A.  Well,  you  might  ask  me  what  was  the  object  of  showing  it  to 
Mr.  Hobson,  Mr.  rayne,  and  Mr.  Dalzell.  I  had  no  particular  object 
except  in  hearing  what  the  opinion  wras,  whether  it  was  the  proper 
thing  to  do  or  not. 

Q.  Are  you  prepared  to  testify  positively  that  you  did  not  say 
anything  of  that  kind  to  Mr.  Sherman? — A.  Beg  pardon. 

Q.  Are  you  prepared  to  testify  positively  that  you  did  not  say ! 
something  of  that  kind  to  Mr.  Sherman? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having 
said  to  him  that  if  it  could  be  changed  in  the  committee  I  would  not 
introduce  the  resolution. 

Q.  No ;  but  if  it  would  be  changed,  it  would  not  be  necessary  to 
introduce  the  resolution? — A.  I  may  have  said  to  him  that  I  thought 
it  was  very  unjust  the  way  the  thing  had  been  acted  upon  and  that 
it  ought  to  be  investigated. 

Q.  And  unless  it  was  changed  you  would  have  to  have  it  investi- 
gated?— A.  I  do  not  recall  that. 

Q.  Did  you  not  say  to  one  or  two  other  Members  of  the  House 
something  to  that  effect? — A.  I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  Now,  I  have  before  me  here  a  clipping  from  the  New  York 
paper,  I  think  it  is  the  Sun,  of  Fepruary  21.  I  have  to  verify  that, 
because  part  of  the  copy  was  torn  off:  but  it  is  dated  February  21. 
There  occurs  in  it  this  sentence : 

A  member  of  the  Naval  Committee  said  to-day  that  he  understood  Mr.  Lilley  had 
offered  to  withdraw  his  resolution  and  his  charges  if  his  constituents,  the  Lake"  Sab. 
marine  Company,  was  permitted  to  come  in  and  share  in  contracts  for  submarines 

Is  that  correct? — A.  That  is  not  correct/ 

Q.  Is  it  not  correct  that,  excepting  the  use  of  the  words  "Lake 
Submarine  Company,"  you  said,  "if  open  competition  were  pro- 
vided?"— A.  I  do  not  recall  ever  having  said  that.  I  am  veiy  pos- 
itive that  I  have  never  said  in  my  lif e  that  I  would  withdraw  the 
resolution,  after  it  was  once  in.  I  advised  as  to  the  wisdom  of 
putting  it  in. 

Q.  I  did  not  catch  that.— A.  I  advised  as  to  the  wisdom  of  intro- 
ducing it,  but  after  it  was  introduced  I  have  never  said  to  anyone 
that  I  would  withdraw  it. 
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Q.  Are  you  positive  that  those  four  gentlemen  that  you  have 
named,  Mr.  Payne,  Mr.  Dalzell,  Mr.  Sherman,  and  Captain  Hobson, 
are  the  only  Members  of  Congress  to  whom  you  spoke  about  it  before 
introducing  it? — A.  That  is  my  recollection.  I  do  not  recall  having 
spoken  to  others.  It  is  not  impossible;  it  is  not  out  of  the  question 
tnat  I  might  have  spoken  to  other  Members  of  Congress,  but  I  do  not 
recall  any  others. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  with  Captain  Hobson  as  to  the  wisdom  of  intro- 
ducingit?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  about  it? — A.  Why,  I  told  him  I  was 
thinking  of  introducing  the  resolution. 

Q.  Wnat  did  he  think  as  to  the  wisdom  of  introducing  it? — A. 
Why,  Captain  Hobson  agreed  with  me  that  the  practices  of  this  com- 
pany were  reprehensible. 

Q.  Did  you  not  say  to  him  that  unless  you  could  have  open^com- 
petition  provided  in  the  bill A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  would  feel  that  you  must  introduce  a  resolution  of  investi- 

f ration?  Now,  you  are  very  positive,  Mr.  Lilley,  that  after  the  reso- 
ution  was  introduced  you  cud  not  say  to  anybody  that  you  would 
under  any  condition  withdraw  it;  are  you  equally  positive  that  you 
did  not  before  introducing  it  say  or  intimate  to  any  Members  of 
Congress  that  if  open  competition  were  provided  you  would  not 
introduce  it? — A.  If  it  was  the  fact  that  competition  had  been  closed 
that  led  me  to  introduce  it,  I  might  have  given  that  as  a  reason  for 
introducing  it. 

Q.  Did  you  not  intimate  that  if  that  provision  were  out  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  introduce  it? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  such  intimation. 
I  very  likely  said  what  led  me  up  to  the  introduction,  the  fact  that 
competition  had  been  shut  out,  and  that  a  monopoly  had  been  created 
and  it  would  cost  the  Government  an  extra  million  and  a  half  of 
dollars. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  about  that  to  Mr.  Sherman,  about  the  million  and 
a  half  dollars? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  mentioned  the  sum.  My 
impression  is  that  I  did.  Perhaps  not  a  million  and  a  half,  it  may 
have  been  a  million  dollars. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  was  there  in  the  presenting  of  this  matter  in  the 
Naval  Committee  this  year  any  Unking  together  of  the  four  battle-ship 
proposition  and  the  submarine  proposition? — A.  Not  a  particle  that 
I  know  of. 

Q.  Were  they  discussed  in  any  way  together? — A.  One  member  of 
the  committee  did  not  want  to  discuss  the  battle  ships  until  after  we 
had  acted  on  submarines. 

Q.  Which  came  first? — A.  On  the  battle  ships. 

Q.  Now,  was  there  any  suggestion  that  it  would  be  better  to  reduce 
the  number  of  battle  ships  so  that  the  number  of  submarines  might  be 
increased? — A.  I  do  not  recall;  there  was  no  such  motion;  I  do  not 
recollect  any  such. 

Q.  Was  tnere  any  such  discussion? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any. 

Q.  Were  the  two  propositions  entirely  related  in  any  way  in  the  dis- 
cussion in  the  committee? — A.  Not  to  the  slightest  degree,  except  one 
member  spoke  up  and  asked  what  we  were  going  to  do  about  subma- 
rines when  we  firat  began  to  talk  about  battle  snips;  he  seemed  to  be 
desirous  of  knowing  what  was  going  to  be  done  with  submarines. 


j 
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Q.  Was  there  any  discussion  of  the  subject  ? — A.  No;  I  do  not  recall 
any  discussion. 

Q.  Was  there  quite  an  animated  discussion  about  the  four  battle- 
ship propositions— A.  Captain  Hobson  made  a  speech  on  that,  I 
think. 

Q.  How  many  days  did  the  discussion  concerning  the  increase  of 
the  Navy A?  One 

Q.  TKat  all  occurred  in  one  day? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Of  battle  ships  and  everything  else,  all  in  the  same  day!— 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  The  vote  apparently  is  all  mixed  up,  according  to  the  record 
here.  That  is,  the  vote  on  the  four  battle  ships  does  not  appear  to 
have  any  relation  at  all  to  the  record  on  submarines. — A.  1  do  not 
know  how  I  voted  at  all  on  the  battle  ships. 

Q.  The  battle  ship  proposition  was  voted  on  first? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  the  torpedo  boats? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Finally  the  submarine  proposition? — A.  Colliers,  ammunition 
ships,  mine-planting  ships,  and  scout  cruisers  were  voted  ahead  of ! 
submarines — were  thrown  out.  | 

Q.  Subsurface-boat  proposition — did  that  come  before  or  after?—  | 
A.  That  came  after,  as  I  think.  ! 

3.  You  voted  for  $400,000  for  a  subsurface  boat?  You  author- j 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  not  to  exceed  $400,000  for  a  subsur- 
face boat? — A.  If  in  his  wisdom  he  thought  it  best,  he  had  authority ! 
to  buy  one  subsurface  boat.  I 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  did  you  ever  say  to  any  officer  of  the  Govern-  ■ 
ment  that  the  submarine  proposition  had  defeated  or  interfered  with 
the  passage  of  the  battle-ship  proposition? — A.  I  do  not  recall. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  directly,  did  you  ever  say  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  that  the  submarine  proposition  was  in  any  way  respon- 
sible for  the  defeat  of  the  four  battle  snips  in  the  Naval  Committee?- 
A.  I  do  not  recall  saying  any  such  thing  to  him. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  you  did  not? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  not  rather  think  you  did? — A.  No;  I  do  not  think  I  (fid- 
I  do  not  attempt  to  charge  my  memory  with  conversations  I  have 
with  different  people  every  day  of  a  nature  of  that  kind. 

Q.  You  do  not  converse  with  the  President  of  the  United  States 
every  day? — A.  I  think  I  would  recollect  if  I  said  it  to  him,  and  I 
have  no  recollection  of  saving  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  having  heard  it  said  to  him  in  your  presence 
by  anybody  else? — A.  Why,  I  do  not  recall,  but  it  may  have  been 
said;  it  may  have  been  said. 

Q.  That  the  submarine  crowd  had  been  instrumental  in  defeating 
the  four  battle-ship  proposition? — A.  Something  of  that  nature  may 
have  been  said. 

S.  Did  you  do  it? — A.  I  would  not  swear  that  it  was  or  was  not 
. 
Q.  The  probabilities  are  that  it  was  said,  aren't  they? — A.  I  hare 
answered  that  question  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  say  to  any  newspaper  correspondent  that  the 
submarine  crowd  had  defeated  the  four  battle-ship  proposition  or 
anything  to  that  effect  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  Did  vou  ever  read  anvthing  to  that  effect  in  the  newspapers?-" 
A.  That  T have  said? 
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Q.  No;  have  you  ever  read  it? — A.  Yes;  I  think  I  have.  I  think 
that  there  has  been  some  such  statement  as  that  in  the  newspapers. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  on  page  10  of  this  record,  that  you  have  before  you 
there,  there  is  published  an  article  from  the  Washington  Post  referred 
to  by  you  in  your  statement  before  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
adopted  by  you,  which  you  admit  the  authorship  of,  at  the  bottom 
of  tnat  page.     The  paragraph  reads  thus: 

The  resolution  was  introduced  by  him  after  a  conference  with  the  President  at  the 
White  House  earlier  in  the  day.  It  is  understood  that  no  conclusion  was  reached  at 
this  meeting,  except  that  it  was  agreed  that  Mr.  Lilley  should  attack  the  position 
taken  by  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  and  defend  the 
recommendation  of  the  Administration. 

Now,  what  did  you  mean  by  that? — A.  Why,  the  correspondent  of 
the  Washington  press  had  an  interview  with  me  that  afternoon  and 
brought  me  around  a  typewritten  copy  after  he  had  prepared  it  at 
the  New  Willard  Hotel  on  that  evening,  just  as  I  was  going  in  to 
dinner 

Q.  We  have  that A.  Won't  you  allow  me  to  complete  my 

statement? 

Q.  Very  well. — A.  I  looked  at  it  very  hurriedlv,  and  I  assumed 
that  it  was  what  I  said  to  him  in  the  afternoon.  If  it  was,  that  was 
my  interview. 

Q.  You  adopted  this  interview  as  being  genuine  in  your  statement 
before  the  Rules  Committee,  didn't  you  ? — A.  If  it  was  what  I  dic- 
tated to  him,  it  is  genuine. 

Q.  It  is  an  article  that  you  accepted  before  the  Rules  Committee? — 
A.  It  is  an  article  that  I  said — it  is  the  only  interview  by  a  correspond- 
ent whom  I  gave  it  to  that  I  have 

Q.  I  quote  from  your  testimony  before  flie  Rules  Committee  as  it 
appears  on  page  10  of  our  hearings.  You  had  been  asked  about 
several  other  interviews  which  you  had  denied,  and  then  follows  this 
question: 

Mr.  Sherman.  There  is  only  one  authentic  interview,  Mr.  Lilley,  and  that'is  the  one 
you  have  identified  in  the  Washington  Post  of  last  Friday? 
Mr.  Lillet.  Yes,  sir.  J -if* 

.  "Ijfow,  then,  is  this  that  interview'* — A.  That  is  the  interview  that  I 
referred  to,  and  that  is  authentic,  if  it  is  as  I  dictated  it. 

Q.  You  do  not  accuse  the  newspaper  man  of  having  changed  it? — 
A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Then  what  was  meant  by  this  phrase: 

The  resolution  was  introduced  by  him  after  conference  with  the  President  at  the 
tfhite  House  earlier  in  the  day.  It  is  understood  that  no  conclusion  was  reached  at 
this  meeting,  except  that  it  was  agreed  that  Mr.  Lilley  should  attack  the  position  taken 
byjthe  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee,  and  defend  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Administration. 

A.  Well,  I  did  not  dictate  that. 

Q  Then  you  now  repudiate  that  interview? — A.  Well,  I  do  not 
repudiate  having  given  to  the  correspondent  of  the  Washington  Post 
an  interview,  whicn  he  wrote  down,  and  which  he  can  bring  here  if  you 
desire.     He  has  it. 

Q.  You  did  say  before  the  Rules  Committee  that  that  interview 
correctly  represented  you,  did  you  J— A.  I  said  that  I  gave  the 
correspondent  of  the  Washington  Post  an  interview,  which  was  the 
only  interview  I  have  given,  and  he  wrote  it  down  at  my  dictation. 
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Q.  And  that  is  the  one  ? — A.  If  it  is  as  I  dictated,  and  he  has  the 
original,  undoubtedly.     I  would  prefer  to  have  him  produce  it. 

Q.  Did  you  not  give  that  testimony  before  the  Committee  on  Rulesl 
You  read  your  testimony  before  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and  wher- 
ever there  were  any  errors  naturally  you  corrected  it,  did  you  not?— A. 
I  did  not  read  this,  and  I  have  not  read  it  since  or  before,  that  I  know 
of,  carefully.     I  did  not  dictate  to  him  the  reference  to  the  President. 

Q.  Where  did  he  get  it?  How  did  he  know  that  you  had  been  to 
see  the  President? — A.  He  knew  that  I  had  been  to  see  the  President. 

Q.  How  did  he  know  that? — A.  People  down  there  knew— the 
reporters  down  there  at  the  White  House.  Undoubtedly  I  told 
him  that  I  had  been  to  see  the  President,  but  I  did  not  dictate  it  in 
that  way. 

|j   Q.  I  will  read  from  your  testimony  before  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
page  9:*-|ui 

Mr.  Dalzell.  I  want  you  to  look  at  that  Post  and  say  whether  that  is  the  inter- 
view that  you  are  willing  to  be  responsible  for  [submitting  copy  of  the  Washington 
Post]. 

Mr.  Lille y  (after  examining  same).  Yes. 

A.  Well,  that  is  the  interview. 

Q.  That  you  said  in  reply  to  Mr.  Dalzell.  Now,  do  we  understand 
that  you  wish  to  repudiate"  that  interview? — A.  No;  if  that  is  what 
I  dictated  to  him,  I  do  not  wish  to  repudiate  it. 

S,  You  looked  at  it  before  the  Rules  Committee  ? — A.  I  did  not 
it;  I  looked  at  it. 

Q.  You  said  vou  made  yourself  responsible  for  it. — A.  I  looked 
at  it  and  said  that  yes,  I  had  given  that  interview,  assuming,  of 
course,  that  it  is  as  I  'gave  it.  I  nave  not  compared  it  with  the  dic- 
tation which  he  took  down. 

Q.  You  might  have  said  that  with  reference  to  the  New  York 
Sun  article  or  any  other  article,  that  it  is  correct  if  it  is  correct,  that 
is  what  I  gave  if  I  gave  it. — A.  I  had  no  interview  with  the  New 
York  Sun  at  any  time. 

Q.  This  interview  you  did  accept  the  responsibility  for  in  your 
testimony  before  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  I  have  never  taken 
this  newspaper  clipping  and  the  dictation  which  he  took  from  me  and 
compared  it.     If  it  is  printed  correctly,  it  is  my  interview. 

Q.  You  did  repudiate  a  lot  of  other  interviews,  did  you  not,  before 
the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  assumed  responsibility  for  this  one? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  then,  what  is  the  ground  of  that  phrase;  the  resolution 
was  introduced  by  him  after  conference  with  the  President  at  the 
White  House  earlier  in  the  day.  It  is  understood  that  no  conclusion 
was  reached  at  this  meeting,  except  that  it  was  agreed  that  Mr.  Lilley 
should  attack  the  position  taken  by  the  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  and  defend  the  recommendation  of  the 
Administration. — A.  That  is  interjected  in  my  interview,  because  I 
never  dictated  that.  I  have  no  recollection  of  dictating  anything 
like  that.  He  has  got  my  interview,  he  wrote  it  down  as  I  called  it 
off,  and  I  am  pretty  sure  that  I  dictated  nothing  of  that  kind. 

Q.  Then  there  is  no  more  significance  to  that  than  if  he  said  after 
breakfast  he  determined  to  introduce  the  resolution?  Why  was  the 
President  introduced  into  this  matter  at  all  ? — A.  He  was  not  intro- 
duced by  me.     There  were  a  large  number  of  correspondents  who 
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came  to  me  when  I  came  out  of  the  White  House,  and  at  other  times 
during  the  day,  to  know  what  conversation  I  had  with  the  President, 
and  I  declined  in  every  instance. 

Q.  Who  called  with  you  on  the  President  on  that  day? — A.  I 
called  by  invitation  of  the  President. 

Q.  In  reference  to  submarine  matters  ? — A.  I  did  not  know. 

Q.  But  when  you  got  there  you  learned  ? — (No  answer.) 

Q.  Had  you  asked  for  an  appointment  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

■Q.  What  was  it  about? — A.  It  was  about  the  naval  programme. 

Q.  What  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  recall  the  conversation,  except 
that  he  was  for  four  battle  ships.    He  was  for  a  large  naval  programme. 

Q-  Was  the  subject  of  the  investigation  brought  up  tnere?— A.  I 
think  it  was. 

Q.  Who  brought  it  up? — A.  I  think  that  I  said  that  I  was  thinking 
of  introducing  a  resolution. 

Q.  Did  you  not  give  him,  at  that  very  meeting,  to  understand  that 
the  submarine  question  had  in  some  way  affected  the  vote  on  the  four 
battle  ships  ?— A.  I  do  not  recall  that  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  not  rather  think  you  did  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  spe- 
cific conversation  of  that  character. 

Q.  Did  he  seem  to  have  any  impression  on  his  mind? — A.  No;  he 
haa  four  battle  ships  on  his  mind. 

Q.  Yes;  we  all  understand;  you  seem  to  have  made  that  apparent. 
Did  he  seem  to  have  the  impression  that  anything  connected  with  the 
submarine  legislation  affected  the  four  battle  ship  proposition  ? — A.  I 
would  rather  he  would  be  examined  as  to  that. 

^  Q.  I  presume  you  would.     We  are  examining  one  witness  at  a 
time. — A.  I  do  not  recall  a  conversation  of  that  character. 

3.  What  did  you  say  to  him  on  that  subject? — A.  I  think  that  I 
the  President  that  I  was  thinking  of  introducing  a  resolution. 

Q.  Did  you  show  him  a  copy  of  it  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember.    I  do 
not  think  I  did. 
r-  Q.  Did  you  have  it  with  you? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  you  led  the  President  to  believe  or  to  have 
reason  to  believe  or  to  suspect  that  in  some  way  that  the  friends 
of  certain  submarine  legislation  were  opposed  to  tne  four-battle-ship 
proposition? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  sucn  statement. 

Q.  We  would  like  you  to  be  pretty  positive  about  that,  Mr.  Lilley. — 
A.  Well,  I  think  I  could  tell  you  a  man  who  might  remember  that 
conversation  better  than  I.  Captain  Hobson  was  in  the  room  at 
the  time. 

Q.  You  said  there  was  no  one  there. — A.  I  said  I  was  sent  for. 
I  didn't  say  there  was  no  one  there. 

S,  Where  were  you  when  you  were  sent  for? — A.  I  think  I  had 
ephone  message  in  the  afternoon  before  to  know  if  I  could  call. 

Q.  Who  was  that  from? — A.  I  think  Mr.  Loeb. 

Q.  Had  you  previously  addressed  a  communication  to  the  Presi- 
dent on  the  subject? — A.  None  whatever. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  how  you  voted  in  the  committee  on  the  four- 
battle-ship  proposition? — A.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Q.  I  think  you  said  a  few  minutes  ago  you  did  not  know  how  you 
did  vote  on  it? — A.  I  do  not  remember  now  whether  I  voted  for  two 
or  four. 
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Q.  But  in  that  interview  with  the  President  you  determined  yoa 
would  attack  the  position  taken  by  a  majority  of  the  committee  oo 
the  recommendation  of  the  Administration  ?— A.  When  I  reached 
the  White  House  Captain  Hobson  was  with  the  President  and  as  I 
remember  it,  he  did  practically  all  the  talking. 

Q.  Did  he  seem  to  be  under  the  impression  that  the  submarine 
legislation  had  in  any  way  affected  the  four-battle-ship  proposition  I— 
A.  I  do  not  recall,  but  it  is  not.  impossible,  but  I  do  not  recall. 

Q.  Well,  now,  think  it  over,  Mr.  Lilley,  and  be  pretty  positiYe. 
Is  it  not  a  fact  that  that  was  discussed  at  "your  conference? — A.  I  do 
not  recall  that  it  was. 

Q.  You  say  positively  that  nothing  was  said  upon  that  subject*— 
A.  That  is  tne  most  positive  statement  that  I  can  make — that  I  do 
not  recall  any  statement  by  either  Captain  Hobson  or  myself  except 
that  the  submarines  were  fighting  the  battle  ships. 

Q.  Did  either  of  you  tell  him  how  other  members  of  the  Natal 
Committee  had  voted  on  the  four  battle  ship  proposition? — A.  I  do 
not  remember. 

Q.  Did  he  seem  to  know  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  think  it  was  dis- 
cussed. 

Q.  Then  he  did  not  know  whether  he  was  talking  with  friends  of 
four  battle  ships  or  opponents  to  four  battle  ships  ? — A.  I  do  not 
know  how  he  knew  how  I  voted,  but  I  understand  that  he  talked 
with  all  the  members  of  the  Naval  Committee;  sent  for  them  at  various 
times,  even  those  who  voted  for  two.  I  think  he  was  trying  to  per- 
suade all  of  the  members  to  appropriate  for  four. 

Q.  Then  if  there  was  any  obstacle  in  the  wav  of  the  four,  the  Presi- 
dent would  want  to  know  what  it  was? — A.  Mr.  Olmsted,  I  cannot 
answer  you  any  better  or  more  intelligently  than  I  have.  I  recall 
no  conversation  of  that  nature.  Captain  Ilobson  was  there  present 
and  if  you  will  recall  him,  he  may  know  something  about  it.  I  cer- 
tainly  remember  of  no  conversation  between  the  President  and  myself 
of  any  contest  between  submarines  and  battle  ships. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  happen,  then,  in  that  connection,  in  your  talk 
about  four  battle  ships  to  say  that  you  contemplated  an  investigation: 
how  did  you  mention  it  at  all? — A.  I  don't  know  how  I  happened  to 
speak  about  it  to  him;  I  do  not  recall.  I  said  something  to  him,  I 
think,  but  I  would  not  be  positive  that  I  showed  him  the  resolution 
or  said  anything  to  him,  but  I  think  I  did.  Captain  Hobson  w* 
there;  he  may  remember  the  whole  conversation,  but  I  never  at- 
tempted to  charge  my  memory  with 

Q.  Unimportant  details? — A.  With  the  discussion  that  was  carried 
on  in  regard  to  that  conversation,  except  I  do  remember  he  was  for 
four  battle  sliips. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  the  President  vou  did  not  know  how  you  had  voted 
on  that  proposition  in  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  you  have  heretofore  testified  about  meeting  Captain 
Hobson  and  having  some  discussion  of  submarine  matters,  where 
did  that  meeting  occur? — A.  The  first  time  I  met  Captain  Hob»n 
I  met  him  on  the  midnight  train  at  New  Haven,  coming  to  Washing- 
ton, in  December,  I  think;  it  might  have  been  in  January. 

Q.  Either  December,  1907,  or  January,  1908?— A.  He*  had  gotten 
on  at  Hartford,  as  I  remember  it;  he  had  given  a  lecture  up  there,  ana 
I  had  never  met  him  and  had  never  seen  him,  but  I  recognized  hifl 
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from  the  pictures  I  think  that  I  had  of  him.  I  asked  him  if  he  was  not 
Captain  Hobson.  He  said,  "Yes."  He  was  sitting  in  the  smoking 
compartment  of  the  sleeping  car.  We  talked  there  for  perhaps  a  half 
hour  before  I  retired. 

Q.  That  was  in  the  sleeping  car? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  get  on  the  submarine  question  at  the 
first  meeting?  Had  the  Naval  Committee  been  appointed? — A.  Oh, 
yes.  I  told  him  we  ought  to  know  each  other;  we  were  on  the  same 
committee. 

Q.  Then  you  got  on  the  submarine  question  very  promptly? — A. 
Yes,  sir.     There  was  some  talk  about  submarines. 

Q.  Who  introduced  the  subject?— A.  I  can  not  tell. 

Q.  Is  it  not  probable  that  you  introduced  it? — A.  Very  likely. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  about  the  subsurface  boat  in  that  inter- 
view?— A.  I  do  not  recall  any  mention  of  it. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  make  up  your  mind  to  support  the  subsur- 
face appropriation,  appropriation  for  a  subsurface  boat? — A.  I  did 
not  make  up  my  mind  until  my  name  was  called  that  day. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  make  it  up  so  quickly  then? — A.  1 
thought  I  would  give  the  Secretary  a  chance  on  one  of  those  boats,  if 
they  thought  it  was  a  proper  weapon  for  the  Navy  to  have. 

(j>.  Did  vou  have  any  talk  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  about 
it?— A.  Not  anv. 

Q.  Have  no  lmowledge  of  the  cost  of  the  subsurface  boat? — A.  I 
have  not  had  a  talk  with  anyone  about  it. 

Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  you  first  refrained  from  voting  and  Captain 
Hobson  said,  "Come  on,  Mr.  Lilley,  give  us  a  vote."  Do  you  remem- 
ber something  of  that  kind  occurring? — A.  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  you  have  stated  that  pretty  nearly  correctly. 

Q.  "The  Captain  had  already  yotecf  with  you  on  the  submarine 
proposition? — A.  I  do  not  know;  no,  I  think  Foss  is  the  man  that 
voted  with  me  on  the  submarines.  I  think  Hobson  voted  for  the 
submarines. 

Q.  In  the  affirmative,  Mr.  Mudd's  proposition,  "For  submarine 
torpedo  boats  to  be  contracted  for  after  such  competitive  tests  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  prescribe,  $3,500,000,  of  which  the  sum  of 
$1,000,000  is  hereby  appropriated,"  the  vote  on  this  was  Messers. 
Foss,  Mudd,  Lilley,"  Ellis,  Padgett,  and  Hobson. — A.  That  was  an 
amendment,  as  I  understand  it,  to  the  original  motion.  I  don't 
know  how  Captain  Hobson  voted. 

Q.  That  is  what  the  record  shows. — A.  I  knew  Captain  Hobson 
was  supporting  it,  and  he  seemed  to  think  these  subsurface  boats 
were  of  great  value.  I  judged  from  his  opinion  that  he  thought 
they  were  better  than  submarines  and  yielded  simply  to  his  judg- 
ment. 

The  Chairman.  Before  taking  a  recess,  Mr.  Howard,  have  you 
found  that  testimony  Mr.  Lilley  wishes  to  correct? 

Mr.  Howard.  I  do  not  know.  It  was  page  35,  Mr.  Olmsted  ask- 
ing the  questions.  In  the  compilation  you  have  you  will  find  that  on 
page  45. 

The  Chairman.  It  would  be  page  45. 

Mr.  Howard.  Look  on  page  45  in  the  compilation;  if  you  will 
look  there,  near  the  bottom  you  will  see: 

The  committee  has  not  yet  made  its  report. — A.  It  has  passed  on  the  bill;  I  do 
not  know  whether  it  has  been  reported  to  the  House  or  not. 
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Q.  In  fact  it  has  not,  and  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  Naval  Committee  to  con- 
sider it. — A.  Yes;  and  I  sincerely  hope  they  will. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  half  past  2. 
(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2.30  o'clock  p.  m. 
The  committee  met  at  2.30  p.  m.  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess.) 

TESTIMONY  OF  GEORGE  L.  LILLET— Resumed. 

George  L.  Lit  ley,  being  recalled,  on  being  examined,  testified 
as  follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Q.  We  find  in  the  New  York  World  an  article  headed — 

BEATEN  AT  THE  START,  SO  LILLET  SATS — PROSECUTOR  DECLARES  WHITEWASH  ALREADY 
IS   PREPARED  IN  SUBMARINE   SCANDAL. 

[Special  to  the  World.] 

Washington,  D.  C,  March  7. 
•  Representative  Lilley  was  notified  to-day  that  the  special  committee  to  investigate 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  will  hold  its  first  regular  meeting  Monday  morning,  and 
that  he  will  be  expected  to  appear  and  furnish  whatever  information  he  has  to  as  to  cor- 
rupt practices  by  that  company.  All  names  given  will  be  treated  in  confidence  until 
the  witnesses  actually  appears  before  the  committee.  Moreover,  summonses  will  be 
sent  out  as  short  a  time  before  starting  as  possible.    All  hearings  are  to  be  open  to  the 

fublic  and  Mr.  Lilley  is  to  be  allowed  to  have  a  lawyer  present  to  coach  the  committee, 
n  spite  of  this  the  Connecticut  man  is  still  angry  because  the  Speaker  failed  to  appoint 
him  chairman  or  even  a  member  of  the  committee.  He  declares  that  he  is  beaten  at 
the  start  and  that  the  whitewash  for  the^Electric  Boat  Company  already  has  beeo 
prepared. 

What  do  you  say  as  to  the  correctness  of  that  article? — A.  I  have 
not  given  any  interview  of  that  character. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  of  the  statements  attributed  to  you  therein  I— 
A.  I  can  not  recall  having  done  so. 

Q.  Did  you  state  that  the  whitewash  is  already  prepared, "  or  any- 
thing to  that  effect? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  no  recollection  of  making 
any  such  statement. 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  anybody  anything  about  whitewashing  by  this 
committee? — A.  I  have  not  any  such  recollection. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  put  in  writing  any  thing  to  that  effect? — A.  I  do 
not  recall  having  done  so. 

Q.  How  about  the  rest  of  the  article.  Did  you  state  to  anybody 
that  you  were  angry  because  you  had  failed  to  be  appointed  chair- 
man ? — A.  I  did  not  state  it  to  any  newspaper  reporter  that  I  remem- 
ber. Any  interview  with  me  in  a  newspaper  would  be  typewritten 
and  submitted  to  me. 

Q.  If  you  happened  to  say  anything,  although  not  in  the  form  of 
an  interview,  in  the  presence  of  a  newspaper  reporter,  he  might  print 
it? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  having  done  so. 

Q.  It  appears  very  often  in  the  papers? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  had 
several  hundred  clippings  in  which 

Q.  Then  to  whom  did  you  make  that  statement? — A.  To  whom 
did  I  ever  make  it  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  making  it  at  all  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  making  it 

Q.  Did  you  expect  to  be  chairman? — A.  I  did  not  know.  Ihad 
been  told  that  members  who  desired  to  investigate  were  given  that 
privilege  when  resolutions  were  passed. 
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Q.  By  whom  had  you  been  told  that? — A.  I  can  not  recall;  but  by 
more  than  one. 

Q.  When?— A.  Before  the  committee  was  appointed.  I  can  not 
tell  when. 

Q.  Before  you  introduced  the  resolution? — A.  No;  I  do  not  think 
it  was  before  that. 

Q.  Did  you  not,  before  ther  resolution  was  passed  by  the  House, 
and  before  it  was  acted  upon  by  the  Committee  on  Rules,  say  to  a 
member  of  the  House  that  you  expected  to  be  chairman,  and  consult 
with  him  as  to  who  should  go  on  the  committee  with  you? — A.  I 
might  have  stated  that  I  had  been  told  that  that  was  the  custom, 
but  I  never  applied  to  the  Speaker  to  be  made 

Q.  No;  I  do  not  mean  tnat. — A.  To  be  made  chairman  of  the 
committee. 

Q.  But  you  did  expect  to  be  made  chairman  of  the  committee? — 
A.  I  had  been  told  that  su'ch  had  been  the  custom;  I  can  not  state 
that  I  expected  to  be. 

S.  You  took  it  for  granted  that  you  would  be? — A.  I  had  been 
so. 

Q.  Then  you  did  not  state  to  anybody,  either  verbally  or  in  writ- 
ing, that  the  committee  was  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  white- 
washing anybody,  or  that  you  were  certain  it  would  whitewash 
somebody?— A.  I  do  not  recall  having  made  that  statement. 

Q.  Or  anything  about  whitewashing? — A.  I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  You  have  seen  it  very  often  in  the  newspapers,  haven't  you? — 
A.  I  have  not  read  the  papers  very  carefully. 

Q.  But  you  have  seen  that  statement? — A.  I  have  seen  that  state- 
ment. 

"  Q.  And  you  never  contradicted  it? — A.  I  do  not  take  it  upon  my- 
self to  contradict  all  the  things  that  appear  in  a  newspaper. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  George  W.  Golf? — A.  I  do  not  know  him. 
'.  •  Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  him  ? — A.  Only  what  I  saw  in  a  paper,  and 
the  fact  that  my  secretary  wrote  to  him. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  a  letter  from  him? — A.  I  probably  did.  I 
do  not  think  I  ever  saw  the  letter,  however. 

Q.  Did  jrou  ever  write  a  letter  to  him  ? — A.  My  secretary  wrote  a 
letter  to  him. 
^  Q.  Did  such  a  letter  go  from  your  office  as  this: 

Mr.  G.  W.  Goff, 

The  Earthampton  Bell  Company,  Easthampton,  Conn. 

My  Dear  Sir:  I  have  your  favor  of  the  20th  and  thank  you  for  your  kind  words  of 
encouragement.  The  select  committee  to  investigate  have  already  demonstrated  their 
intention  to  applv  the  whitewash  brush  wherever  they  can,  therefore  it  is  safe  to 
assume  that  very  little  will  be  brought  out.  They  refused  me  the  privilege  of  counsel 
to  cross-examine  witnesses,  and  don't  allow  me  to  ask  questions  except  by  submitting 
them  in  writing,  and  even  then  they  may  throw  out  those  which  they  deem  improper, 
which  means  throwing  out  all  important  questions.  I  believe,  however,  the  press  of 
the  country  is  already  fully  convinced. 

Again  thanking  you,  I  am, 

Very  sincerely,  yours,  Geo.  W.  Lille y. 

\i  Washington,  D.  C,  March  t5y  1908. 

f    Do  you  deny  the  authenticity  of  the  letter? — A.  I  do  not  think  I 
dictated  that  letter. 
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Q.  I  do  not  care  who  dictated  it.  It  is  your  letter,  isn't  it? — A.  If 
you  will  let  me  see  that,  if  my  name  appears.  But  I  have  been  in 
the  habit  of  allowing  Mr.  Webster  to  answer 

Q.  Well,  you  signed  this  letter,  didn't  you,  no  matter  who  wrote 
it? — A.  I  do  not  think  so.  I  signed  very  few  letters,  but  I  gave  Mr. 
Webster  the  privilege  of  signing  my  name  to  letters;  he  signed  moat 
all  the  correspondence. 

Hie  Chairman.  We  will  call  Mr.  Webster. 

TESTIMONY  OF  BENJAMIN  WEBSTER— Recalled. 

Benjamin  Webster,  being  recalled  and  being  examined,  testified 
as^follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  have  heard  that  letter  read? — A,.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Tell  us  what  you  know  about  it. — A.  Why,  I  believe  I  wrote 
the  letter. 

Q.  At  whose  instance? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  anvone  suggested 
it.  I  could  not  say  definitely,  but  I  am  very  positive  tnat  I  composed 
it  of  my  own  initiative  entirely. 

Q.  Who  signed  it?— A.  I  think  I  did. 

(5.  Do  you  sign  George  L.  Lilley' s  name  without  his  authority?— 
A.  I  have  his  permission. 

Q.  Have  you  that  permission  in  writing? — A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Lille y.  He  has  my  authority. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  see  that  letter? — A.  This  letter  in  the  public 
press? 

Q.  When  did  you  first  see  the  letter  from  Mr.  GofF? — A.  I  usuallj 
answer  Mr.  Lilley' s  mail  within  twenty-four  hours 

Q.  Give  us  the  fact  about  his  letter. — A.  As  I  started  to  say,  I 
usually  answer  mail  within  twenty-four  hours - 

Q.  1  don't  care  when  you  usuallv  answer  mail.  When  did  you 
see  that  letter  to  Mr.  Goff ? — A.  Is  there  a  letter  from  Mr.  Goff  here? 

Q.  Certainly  there  is  a  letter. — A.  I  thought  that  was  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Goff. 

Q.  This  is  in  answer  to  a  letter  of  Mr.  Goff.  When  did  you  see 
the  letter  from  Mr.  Goff? — A.  I  have  no  way  of  stating  that;  IusuallT 
answer  mail  within  twenty-four  hours.  It  probably  came  in  within 
twenty-four  hours  of  when  this  letter  was  written. 

Q.  Who  showed  it  to  jrou? — A.  I  opened  it,  undoubtedly. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  letter? — A.  I  undoubtedly  have  the 
letter. 

Q.  Will  you  produce  it? — A.  With  Mr.  Iilley's  permission. 

Q.  Then  will  you  produce  from  your  letter  book  the  letterpress 
copy  of  the  reply  to  tnat  letter? — A.  With  Mr.  Lilley's  permission. 

Q.  And  do  it  right  away.  You  can  get  his  permission,  I  have  no 
doubt. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Lilley,  will  you  give  permission  to  Mr.  Web- 
ster to  produce  this  letter  from  Mr.  Goff  and  a  copy  of  the  reply,  the 
original  letter  from  Mr.  Goff  and  a  copy  of  the  reply? 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  will  give  you  a  copy  of  the  reply  and  the  original 
letter,  if  I  can  find  it. 

The  Chairman.  Now  you  have  your  permission,  Mr,  Webster. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  GEORGE  L.  LILLET— Besomed. 

Hon.  George  L.  Lille y,  on  being  recalled,  and  on  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows : 

The  Witness.  The  copy  of  the  letter  is  there,  and  he  can  not  get  the 
reply  now.     It  is  not  at  the  office. 

The  Chairman.  Where  is  it? 

The  Witness.  The  copy  of  the  reply  is  at  the  New  Willard. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  give  him  your  key  so  that  he  can  get  it? 

The  Witness.  He  can  not  get  it.  Mrs.  Lilley  I  do  not  think  knows 
where  it  is.     I  can  get  it. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Webster  is  your  secretary  and  he  keeps  your  letter  books, 
doesn't  he? — A.  Ordinarily. 

Q.  Is  this  of  such  special  importance,  or  of  such  especially  important 
nature,  that  it  was  not  to  be  kept  by  him  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  If  Mr.  Webster  dictated  and  signed  this  letter  and  you  did  not 
know  anything  about  it,  how  do  you  know  it  is  at  the  Willard? — A.-  It 
is  in  my  letter  Dook. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  that  ? — A.  I  have  seen  it. 

Q.  When  have  you  seen  it  I — A.  Since  this  matter  came  out  in  the 
paper. 

Q.  You  say  it  is  signed  in  your  name  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  signed  by  you,  then? — A.  No;  it  was  not  signed  by  me. 
My  name  was  signed  to  it. 

Q.  By  your  authority  ? — A.  He  has  authority  to  sign  my  name ;  yes 

Q.  Having  seen  it  in  the  newspaper,  you  did  not  repudiate  it? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  have  not  repudiated  it  yet? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  repudiate  it  now? — A.  Why,  I  do  not  feel  called  upon 
to  issue  a  statement  to  the  press  repudiating  things  that  are  pub- 
lished. 

Q.  Over  your  signature? — A.  I  do  not  personally  desire  to  make 
that  charge,  if  that  is  what  you  are 

Q.  But  it  has  been  made  over  your  signature,  and  it  has  been  a 
month  now  since  it  was  published. "  And  you  could  have  at  any  time 
within  that  month  withdrawn  that,  either  on  the  floor  of  the  House  or 
before  this  committee. — A.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  withdraw  it  if 
that  is  what  you  mean. 

Q.  We  want  you  to  locate  the  responsibility  for  the  charges  con- 
tained in  that  article. — A.  Well,  my  secretary  answers  nearly  all  of 
my  mail  and  he  signs  my  name  to  it. 

The  Chairman.  But  you  knew  that  this  letter  was  in  existence 
over  your  signature  a  month  ago.  While  this  committee  might  be 
disposed  to  pass  it  entirely  by,  it  is  such  a  gross  reflection  upon  the 
character  and  integrity  of  the  House  of  Kepresentatives  and  the 
officers  of  it,  that  it  can  not  go  unnoted,  and  a  month  has  elapsed 
since  you  have  sworn  that  you  had  knowledge  that  it  was  in  exist- 
ence over  your  signature,  and  during  that  month  it  certainly  would 
have  been  possible  for  you,  as  a  matter  of  privilege,  to  have  explained 
it  on  the  floor  of  the  House  or  before  this  committee,  if  any  explana- 
tion was  forthcoming. 

A.  Well,  I  withdraw  or  disclaim  the  charge,  if  that  is  what  you 
want  me  to  do,  if  that  is  the  idea. 
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The  Chairman.  It  is  not  a  question  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  charge 

A.  Well,  I  disclaim  the  charge. 

Q.  You  had  known  for  a  month  that  it  had  gone  out  over  your  sig- 
nature, and  had  been  in  the  public  prints  over  your  signature. — A,  I 
have  known  it  for  some  time;  I  suppose  it  is  a  month. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  reprimand  your  secretary  for  sending  out  such  a 
matter  over  your  signature? — A.  I  have  sometimes  reprimanded  him. 

Q.  That  is  all  the  answer  you  care  to  make  to  that  question!— A. 
Did  I  ever  reprimand  him  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes;  I  have  reprimanded  him. 

Q.  That  was  not  what  I  asked. 

By  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  some  questions.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  this 
committee  that  you  have  reprimanded  your  secretary  with  reference 
to  this  particular  letter? — A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  I  want  to  know.  You  ought  to  remember  that,  because  that 
is  a  reflection  upon  the  men  who  are  associated  with  you,  and  you 
ought  to  remember  that.  I  know  you  do  not  remember  unimportant 
things  such  as  a  conversation  with  the  President  of  the  United  States 
upon  a  subject  affecting  this  investigation,  but  this  is  one  that  you 
ought  to  remember.  Do  you  remember  to  have  reprimanded  him  for 
writing  this  letter? — A.  I  do  not  recall  whether  I  did. 

Q.  It  is  a  categorical  question.  Of  course  the  word  " recall"  is  a 
very  common  word.  This  is  a  categorical  question,  and  I  think  that 
I  have  a  right  to  insist  upon  a  categorical  answer.  Do  you  realize  that 
this  letter  reflects  on  all  the  membership  of  this  committee  and  those 
who  have  been  concerned  in  the  passing  of  your  resolution,  which  was 
passed  unanimously  by  the  entire  membership  of  the  House?  This 
reflects^upon  not  only  those  who  voted  for  the  resolution,  but  the  man 
who  appointed  this  committee  and  every  man  on  this  committee.  You 
stated  a  while  a^o  that  you  had  been  in  the  habit  of  reprimanding 
your  secretary  without  revoking  your  authority  granted  him  to  sign 
your  letters,  but  you  can  not  remember  whether  you  reprimanded  him 
in  a  matter  affecting  the  interest  of  every  man  who  is  associated  with 
you  in  the  lower  House  of  Congress.  Is  that  what  you  mean  to  im- 
press upon  this  committee? — A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  you  did  ? — A.  I  am  very  sure  that  I  did. 

Q.  Why  didn't  you  tell  us  that  at  the  start?    Why  did  you  leave 

"" ''     '     r  "I  may  have?" 

resolution  vour- 


Q.  But  you  say  now  you  are  sure  you  did. — A.  I  said  I  thought  I 
did. 

Q.  You  said  just  now  you  were  sure  you  did. — A.  I  say  that  I 
think  I  did. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  this  question:  Would  you  retain  in  your  employ 
an  agent  who  would  so  mislead  the  entire  public  as  to  so  depict  your 
associates  in  the  very  important  position  of  legislator  for  this  great 
Republic,  including  yourself,  who,  if  I  understand  you,  voted  for  this 
resolution,  and  simply  reprimand  him  and  not  discharge  him?— 
A.  Well,  I  have  not  discharged  him. 

Q.  I  understand  you  have  not,  and  that  is  what  I  want  to  find  out, 
why  you  would  not  discharge  a  man  who  would  abuse  your  confidence 
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in  that  manner.  I  would  like  to  know  your  reasons. — A.  I  have  not 
given  that  matter  any  thought.     I  read  these  things  every  day 

Q.  Do  you  hold  your  honor  so  light  as  not  to  discharge  a  man  who 
abuses  your  confidence? — A.  I  have  not  discharged  him. 

Q.  But  I  want  an  answer  to  the  question.  Do  you  hold  your  honor 
so  hght  that  you  would  not  discharge  a  man  who  "absolutely  betrayed 
your  confidence,  and  in  doing  so  had  affected  the  responsibility  or  the 
credibility  or  the  honesty  of  the  men  associated  with  you  ? — A.  I  can 
only  answer  that  by  saying  that  I  have  not  discharged  him. 

Q.  Now,  who  signed  this  letter? — A.  Mr.  Webster  signed  my  name 
to  tne  letter. 

Q.  Who  signed  this  particular  letter? — A.  Mr.  Webster  signed  my 
name  to  it. 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  letter? — A.  I  have  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  In  wliat  shape  have  you  got  it? — A.  I  have  a  carbon  copy. 

Q.  Does  the  name  of  Mr.  Webster  appear  as  signing  this  letter? — 
A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Where  is  that  letter? — A.  It  is  down  in  my  room. 

Q.  At  the  New  Willard?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  it  together  with  other  letters  or  separate  and  apart  from 
other  letters? — A.  It  is  on  a  sheet  by  itself. 

Q.  Is  it  put  together  with  other  letters  or  apart  from  other  let- 
ters?— A.  It  is  with  other  letters. 

Q.  Does  Mr.  Webster  know  where  thev  are? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  He  doesn't?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Who  knows  where  they  are? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  Who  else? — A.  No  one  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Why  do  vou  keep  them  confined  that  way.  You  trust  Mr. 
Webster  with  the  signing  of  letters,  yet  you  will  not  trust  him  with  a 
copy  of  it.  What  is  your  reason  for  pursuing  that  particular  policy 
with  regard  to  this  letter? — A.  I  have  not  any  special  reason.  I  am 
perfectly  willing  to  trust  him  with  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Why  did  not  you  intrust  him  with  the  copy  of  it  ? — A.  I  haven't 
any. 

Q.  You  haven't  any  reason? — A.  I  have  no  particular  reason  to 
offer. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  that  letter  from  ? — A.  I  got  it  from  my  room. 

Q.  Where  did  "you  take  it  from  him? — A.  I  did  not  take  it  from 
him. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  it?  It  is  not  your  letter.  He  wrote  it;  he 
signed  it. — A.  I  took  it  down  to  the  New  Willard  myself. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  it? — A.  From  my  office. 

Q.  From  your  office? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  keep  any  letters  in  your  office? — A.  Why,  we  do  not 
save  them  very  long;  we  keep  some. 

Q.  Have  you  got  some  there  now? — A.  Some  letters  in  the  office. 

Q.  What  made  you  take  this  letter  from  your  office? — A.  I  wanted 
to  keep  it. 

Q.  Why  did  you  keep  it? — A.  To  show  that  I  had  not  signed  it. 

Q.  So  you  were  preparing  to  shield  yourself  from  newspaper  pub- 
lications?— A.  That  naturally  interested  me. 

Q.  How  much  did  it  interest  you?  Did  it  interest  you  sufficiently 
For  you  to  deny  it  or  affirm  it  ? — A.  I  have  testified  to  that. 

(j.  When?— A.  A  few  minutes  ago. 
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Q.  That  is  your  opinion,  but  it  is  not  mine.  I  want  to  know  the 
reason  why  you  kept  this  letter  apart,  and  the  only  reason  which  you 
have  given  was  that  you  wantea  to  show  that  you  had  not  signed 
it. — A.  No  other  reason. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  see  the  letter? — A.  After  this  came  out  in 
the  paper. 

Q.  What  called  your  attention  to  the  letter? — A.  This  article  that 
appeared  in  the  paper. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  gentleman  who  wrote  you,  to 
whom  you  replied  with  this  letter? — A.  I  am  not. 

Q.  You  are  not  acquainted  with  him  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  he  lives?— A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  his  business  is? — A.  I  do  not. 

Do  you  know  anything  about  him  at  all? — A.  I  do  not. 


G.  You  can  get  this  book  for  us? — A.  I  can. 


Is  it  a  book  or  a  separate  letter? — A.  I  can  get  you  the  letter. 

Q.  But  you  stated  a  little  while  ago  that  it  is  a  letter  bookf- 
A.  It  is. 

Q.  But  you  said  a  while  ago  it  was  a  separate  letter? — A.  I  said 
it  was  separate  by  itself,  a  separate  page. 

Q.  You  mean  it  is  in  a  book,  in  a  certain  page? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  That  there  are  no  other  things  written  on  that  particular  page 
except  this  letter? — A.  No  other  thing. 

Q.  So  it  is  a  book,  after  all  ? — A.  It  is  in  a  copy  book. 

Q.  Who  has  got  the  original  of  the  letter  to  which  this  is  a  replyl- 
A.  I  don't  know.     I  presume  it  may  be  down  in  the  office. 

S.  Why  did  you  not  take  the  original  letter  when  you  took  the 
y? — A.  It  did  not  occur  to  me. 

*Q.  You  simply  took  the  reply?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  Mr.  Webster  had  written  and  signed? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  your  name  ? — A.  Yes,  sir.  *! 

Q.  Because  you  had  noticed  the  publication  of  it  in  a  paper?— A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  tfiat  was  the  only  reason? — A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  For  the  reason  that  you  wanted  to  keep  proof  of  the  fact  that 
you  had  not  yourself  signed  it  ? — No  answer. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  I  do  not  understand  whether  you  have  offered  to  produce— you 
have  mentioned  it  once  as  a  carbon  copy,  and  another  time  as  a  letter 
book.  What  I  understand  by  a  carbon  copy  is  where  a  copy  is  made 
on  a  typewriter  machine  at  the  same  time  that  the  original  is  written* 
Is  that  what  this  is,  or  is  it  an  impression  in  a  copy  book? — A.  It  i* 
an  impression. 

Q.  In  a  copy  book?  It  has  the  impression  of  the  signature  as  well 
as  the  body  of  the  letter? — A.   Yes, -sir. 

Q.  WTiat  other  letters  of  this  same  kind  referred  to  this  committee  ■ 
have  been  written  by  your  secretary  and  signed  in  your  name?— A. 
I  can  not  tell  you. 

Q.  You  know  that  there  have  been  some,  do  you  not? — A.  Possibly 
there  have. 

Q.  About  how  many? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  A  dozen? — A.  Tcould  not  tell  you  that. 

Q.    Have  you  those  letters  at  the  New  Willard? — A.    I  think  so. 

Q.  You  will  let  us  have  those  all  at  one  time? — A.   Why,  I  do  not 
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think  it  is  within  the  scope  of  this  resolution  to  examine  my  private 
correspondence. 

By  the  Chairman: 

Q.  It  does  not  need  a  resolution  for  this  committee,  in  the  course 
of  its  proceedings,  to  protect  the  honor  and  dignity  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  of  this  committee.  That  may  come  up  at  any 
time,  and  it  might  be  the  duty  of  this  committee  at  once  to  report 
in  the  proceedings  to  the  House  something  entirely  collateral  and 
absolutely  independent  from  the  scope  of  this  resolution.  It  is  simply 
something  that  may  come  up  collaterally,  and  we  are  bound  to  protect 
the  honor  and  integrity  of  tne  House. 

Mr.  Lillet.  May  I  consult  with  counsel  ? 

The  Chairman.  You  may  consult  with  counsel  if  you  choose. 

Mr.  Lillet  (after  consulting  with  counsel) .  The  letter  to  Mr.  Goff 
was  written  without  my  knowledge  and  without  my  authority,  and 
without  any  authority  from  me  except  the  general  authority  to  my 
secretary  to  attend  to  my  correspondence.  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  its  publication.  Such  responsibility  as  the  situation  thrust 
upon  me 

The  Chairman.  What  are  you  reading  from? — A.  I  am  reading 
from  what  my  attorney  has  written. 

The  Chairman.  A  statement  prepared  by  your  attorneys? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  We  should  like  to  see  a  letter  press  book  contain-, 
ing  a  copy  of  this  letter  and  all  similar  letters  reflecting  upon  this 
committee  and  the  House. — A.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to  the  pro- 
duction of  this  correspondence. 

The  Chairman.  We  call  for  the  letter  press  book  containing  the 
copy  of  this  letter  and  the  copies  of  other  letters  referring  to  this 
investigation.  You  understand  the  request? — A.  I  object  to  pro- 
ducing my  private  correspondence. 

The  Chairman.  You  decline  to  produce  it? — A.  I  object  to 
producing  it. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  the  ground  of  your  objection?  Let  your 
counsel  state  the  grounds. 

Mr.  Brown.  May  I  have  the  privilege  to  speak  for  my  client? 

The  Chairman.  Yes;  state  fully  all  the  objections  to  producing 
these  letters  reflecting  upon  the  committee  and  the  character  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  Brown.  So  far  as  the  letter  to  Mr.  Goff  is  concerned,  Mr. 
Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  it  has  appeared  in  the  pub- 
lic press.  Of  course  it  has  been  in  circulation.  If  Mr.  Lilley  had 
been  responsible  for  its  production  it  would  create  a  situation  very 
different  from  what  would  happen  if  he  wrote  a  letter  to  a  friend. 
That  letter  he  has  treated  by  itself.  He  has  denied  any  responsibility 
for  it,  except  so  far  as  his  general  authority  to  his  secretary  to  attend 
to  his  correspondence  may  cast  responsibility  upon  him.  That  he 
accepts,  without  repudiation  or  anything  of  the  kind.  It  is  not 
intimated,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  Mr.  Lilley  has  written  any  other  letters 
that  have  come  to  public  notice.  When  it  appears  that  anv  other  let- 
ter he  has  written  has  been  printed  in  the  newspapers,  tfien  he  will 
deal  with  the  situation  when  the  occasion  to  do  so  arises.  So  far 
as  any  letters  written  in  confidence  to  friends  are  concerned,  which 
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have  no  bearing  on  matters  within  the  scope  of  the  investigation 
conducted  by  this  committee,  which  I  understand  from  the  resolu- 
tion is  confined  to  charges  against  the  Electric  Boat  Company— so 
far  as  he  has  written  any  letters  not  referring  to  that,  but  merely 
matters  of  the  expression  of  opinion,  whether  in  allusion  to  or  criti- 
cism of  this  committee  or  any  member  of  the  committee,  he  considers 
those  a  private  matter,  not  related  to  the  solution  of  the  questions 
before  this  committee,  and  he  believes  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  him 
to  have  the  committee  insist  that  he  produce  them,  just  as  much  of  an 
injustice  as  to  say  that  his  mouth  was  closed  and  he  could  not  in  con- 
fidence talk  with  friends  about  what  he  considered  to  be  the  proper 
conduct  of  the  committee  or  improper  conduct.  He  objects,  there- 
fore, to  producing  before  this  committee  any  letters  that  are  simply 
confidential  between  him  and  his  friends. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  any  further  suggestions  to  make  on  that 
line? 

Mr.  Brown.  Nothing  further. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Before  the  chairman  announces  the  conclusion  of  the  committee 
upon  that  proposition,  it  occurs  to  me  to  ask  you  a  few  more  ques- 
tions. Perhaps  they  have  already  been  answered.  This  letter  to 
Mr.  Goff ,  which  you  testified  was  written  by  your  secretary  and  signed 
with  your  name  under  his  general  authority  from  you,  appeared  in 
the  Courant,  published  at  Hartford,  Marcli  30.  lou  saw  it  about 
that  time,  or  did  you  see  it  when  it  was  written  ? — A.  No ;  I  never  saw 
it  until  I  saw  it  in  the  paper. 

Q.  That  was  about  the  last  of  March. — A.  It  must  have  been  soon 
after  March  30. 

Q.  Did  you  in  any  way,  either  by  communication  with  Mr.  Goff  or 
by  communication  with  the  Hartford  Courant,  or  upon  the  floor  of  the 
House,  or  before  this  committee,  disavow  the  authorship  of  the  letter 
which  appears  over  your  signature? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  in  what  way  this  committee  had  demon- 
strated its  intention  to  apply  the  whitewash  brush  to  anybody  ?— A.  I 
object  to  passing  upon  the  acts  of  this  committee  at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  a  question  with  reference  to  your  opinion  of 
the  committee  on  March  25. 

Q.  And  which  vou  have  allowed  to  stand  in  the  public  print  for 
about  a  month.  You  say  "They  refused  me  the  privilege  of  counsel 
to  cross-examine  witnesses."  Did  you  ever  know  of  any  reason  or 
any  precedent  why  you  should  be  any  more  entitled  to  Kave  counsel 
here  to  cross-examine  witnesses  than  any  other  Member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives? — A.  I  understand  the  precedents  are  that  way. 

O.  What  precedents  ? — A.  In  the  Lessler  case  and  all  election  cases 
in  the  Senate  and  the  Smoot  case,  and  way  back  in  James  G.  Blame's 
time. 

Q.  In  looking  up  the  precedents  did  you  happen  to  come  across 
the  case  where  General  Sherman,  when  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
was  named  in  the  resolution  and  made  practically  the  defendant  in 
the  hearing,  and  he  was  refused  to  have  even  counsel  to  sit  near  him 
and  talk  to  him,  or  to  have  counsel  in  the  committee  room  at  all?— A 
He  was  a  great  lawyer  and  probably  able  to  take  care  of  himself. 

Q.  But  he  wantecl  other  counsel.  Did  you  come  across  that  prece- 
dent in  your  investigation? — A.  No,  sir. 


HEARINGS   ON    HOUSE   RESOLUTION    288.  1523 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  more  reason  why  vou  should  have  coun- 
sel here  to  examine  witnesses  than  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
should  have  counsel  to  examine  witnesses,  it  being  the  party  accused 
in  the  resolution? — A.  It  is  not  a  question  of  comparison.  It  is  a 
question  of  the  proper  introduction  of  evidence. 

Q.  Proper  introduction  of  evidence? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  has  the  witness  to  do  with  the  introduction  of  evidence 
except  his  own?  We  would  like  your  testimony,  and  we  are  willing 
to  hear  any  statement  from  your  counsel,  but  not  that  he  shall 
testify  through  you. — A.  I  think  if  I  had  had  counsel  to  cross- 
examine  witnesses 

Q.  Why  should  one  witness  have  counsel  to  cross-examine  another 
witness?  Did  you  need  counsel  to  draw  out  from  you  what  you 
knew  on  the  subject? — A.  I  did  not  realize  that  I  was  in  the  posi- 
tion of  a  witness.  -If  I  had,  I  would  have  been  glad  to  have  given 
my  testimony  upon  the  first  day  and  leave  the  whole  situation  tnere. 
But  I  supposed  that  it  devolved  upon  me  to  assist  this  committee 
in  bringing  out  this  evidence,  and  that  I  had  something  at  stake 
myself. 

Q.  Did  you  have  more  at  stake  than  the  people  who  were  accused 
by  the  resolution? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  had  any  more  at  stake 
than  the  people  aecused. 

Q.  They  were  denied  the  privilege  of  cross-examining  the  witnesses 
and  denied  even  the  privilege  of  cross-examining  you. — A.  Well,  I  do 
not  think  their  need  of  counsel  was  as  great  as  mine.  The  witnesses 
that  had  to  be  examined  to  substantiate  my  charges  were  witnesses 
that  were  on  the  defensive — they  were  unwilling  witnesses;  in  order 
to  draw  out  the  real  facts  it  was  necessary  to  have  counsel  to  examine 
and  cross-examine  them. 

The  Chairman.  Right  there,  on  that  point,  it  might  be  just  as  well 
to  state,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  what  we  woulahave  stated  later 
on,  in  order  to  correct  a  misapprehension  which  seems  to  be  in  your 
mind  and  which  has  been  spread  broadcast  through  interviews  attrib- 
uted to  you,  that  vou  have  been  deprived  of  some  right  in  not  being 
allowed  to  appear  here  by  counsel.  .Let  me  remind  you  that  the  pain- 
ful duty  of  conducting  this  investigation  was  placed  by  the  House 
upon  tins  committee.  This  committee  is  investigating  certain  charges 
and  this  committee  has  always  had  and  still  has  the  right  to  employ 
counsel  to  conduct  the  investigation,  and  if  at  any  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings we  had  thought  that  we  needed  counsel  we  would  have 
employed  counsel,  and  if  between  now  and  the  closing  of  the  hearings 
we  feel  the  need  of  counsel  we  have  a  right  to  employ  counsel.  But 
this  committee,  and  not  the  Member,  not  the  principal  witness,  is 
conducting  this  investigation,  and  the  right  of  a  witness  before  this 
committee  is  simply  the  same  right  as  that  of  any  of  the  other  383 
Members  of  the  House  who  are  not  present  here.  The  employment 
of  counsel  to  cross-examine  witnesses  in  conducting  this  investigation 
is  with  this  committee  and  always  has  been.  I  trust  with  this  state- 
ment the  gentleman's  misapprehension  with  reference  to  his  position, 
that  he  has  been  deprived  of  any  right,  which  has  been  commented 
upon  so  widely,  will  be  removed.  This  committee  is  appointed  by 
the  House  to  investigate  these  charges  and  you  appear  here  as  the  one 
making  the  charges  and  having  evidence  to  give  which  we  are  patiently 
and  exhaustively  considering. 
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By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  one  further  question,  and  that  is  whether  any  of 
these  letters  which  your  counsel  has  urged  you  not  to  produce  and 
which  you  are  asked  to  produce  were  directed  to  newspaper  peopk, 
the  editors,  owners,  or  others  connected  with  newspapers  in  any 
way? — A.  I  can  not  say  positively,  but  I  think  there  was  one. 

Q.  May  there  not  be  more? — A.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Q.  To  whom  would  it  be  addressed  or  was  it  addressed?— A  That 
was  addressed  to  Mr.  Lathrop. 

Q.  And  with  what  newspaper  is  he  connected? — A.  The  Water- 
bury  Republican. 

Q.  Have  you  any  objection  to  letting  us  have  that  letter?— A.  It 
was  not  published,  and  therefore  I  have. 

Q.  But  that  might  have  mapped  out  the  policy  of  the  paper  and 
formed  the  basis  of  half  a  dozen  articles  ?— ^ A.  Not  at  all. 

Q.  We  can  hardly  judge  of  its  object  without  seeing  it,  but  we  wiD 
pass  that  for  the  present.  I  think  you  are  familiar  with  the  article 
which  appeared  in  the  Bridgeport  Standard  of  March  25.  Do  jot 
remember  the  article? — A.  Yes;  I  remember  it. 

Q.  What  can  you  tell  us  about  it?— A.  Well,  I  can  not  tell  you  any- 
thing about  it,  except  that  I  was  in  Connecticut  at  the  time  that 
article  was  written. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  wrote  it? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  it? — A.  I  think  there  is  a  correspondent  hew 
for  the  Bridgeport  Standard. 

Q.  Did  not  you  get  a  telegram  from  somebody  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives or  somebody  in  Washington,  telling  you  some  facts  that 
are  similar  to  these  reported  in  this  article? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  im- 
parted that  information  to  the  chairman,  confidentially,  some  time 
ago. 

Q.  Have  you  any  objection  to  stating  it  publicly,  so  that  it  will  go 
on  the  record?— A.  Why,  I  object  to  stating  it;  but  I  will  state  it,if 
you  insist.     It  is  sometHing  I  gave  confidentially  to  the  chairman. 

The  Chairman.  The  only  statement  you  made  to  the  chairman 
was  that  the  article  was  writteA  after  a  telegram  received  by  you 
from  somebody  in  Washington,  giving  the  information.  You  did 
not  state  who  the  man  was. — A.  Not  that  the  article  was  written 
afterwards.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  written  before  or  after, 
if  the  chairman  will  permit  me  to  correct.  The  telegram  I  got  was 
from  Mr.  Webster,  stating  that  he  understood  that  four  gentlemen 
were  going  to  Connecticut. 

Q.  What  date  was  that? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  the  date. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  day  of  the  week? — A.  "No,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  went  to  Connecticut? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  when  vou  went  to  Connecticut?— A.  I  could 
not  tell  you  that — not  now;  f  might  be  able  to  look  it  up. 

Q.  You  went  to  Connecticut  about  the  19th  of  March,  was  it  not*- 
A.  I  could  not  recollect. 

Q.  You  have  testified  to  it  here  the  other  day  when  you  were  on 
the  stand. — A.  I  have  been  several  times  to  Connecticut.  The  testi- 
mony that  I  gave  here  on  the  stand  as  being  March  19  should  have 
been  February  19.     I  left  here  on  the  12th  of  February. 

Q.  I  am  referring  now — you  know  we  adjourned  at  one  time  for 
several  days  and  you  went  to  Connecticut  at  that  time.     And  while 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE  RESOLUTION   288.  1525 

you  were  gone  it  was  that  Mr.  Webster  caused  to  be  printed  that 
feutler  correspondence  and  Creecy. — A.  I  think  that  was  about  the 
time. 

Q.  That  was  about  March  19  that  you  went  to  Connecticut? — 
A.  I  can  not  give  you  the  date. 

Q.  You  testified  to  it  the  other  day,  and  the  record  will  show  that 
it  was  on  that  trip. — A.  The  *)ther  day  I  testified  where  I  say  about 
the  13th  to  the  19th.  I  think  it  is  in  the  record  in  March.  It  should 
have  been  in  February.  The  time  I  left  here  was  the  12th  of  Feb- 
ruary and  I  returned  here  on  the  19th. 

Q.  You  said  in  your  testimony  it  was  the  13th. — A.  It  was  the 
12th.  I  have  a  telegram  stating  that  I  was  registered  at  Murray  Hill 
on  the  12th.  I  wanted  to  place  that  date,  because  it  was  about  that 
time  that  this  anonymous-letter  controversy  came  up  [handing 
telegram  to  the  committee]. 

Q.  We  do  not  need  that,  Mr.  Lilley.  You  said  it  was  the  12th. 
You  also  testified,  Mr.  Lilley,  as  to  the  time  that  vou  were  at  home, 
that  while  you  were  away  Mr.  Webster  had  published  the  matters  he 
obtained  in  the  court? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  reference  to  Mr.  Butler.  You  told  us  then  you  found  it  by 
looking  up  when  you  went  to  Connecticut,  I  think.  Have  you  any- 
thing from  which  you  can  tell  what  day  you  left  here? — A.  I  can  not 
telL  perhaps  the  chairman  can. 

The  Chairman.  The  meeting  held  on  Thursday,  March  19,  1908, 
adjourned  to  meet  on  Thursday,  March  26,  1908,  and  before  that  time 
notice  was  given  that  the  committee  would  assemble  on  the  following 
Tuesday.  At  that  time  the  committee  was  in  recess  from  Thursday, 
March  19,  until  Tuesday,  March  31. 

Q.  My  recollection  is  that  you  told  us  you  were  going  to  Connecti- 
cut the  very  day  we  adjourned,  or  the  next  day? — A.  Yes;  and  my 
impression  is  that  I  came  back  the  following  Monday  or  Tuesday. 

Q.  Now,  it  was  on  that  trip  that  you  received  the  telegram  on  your 
wot  back? — A.  The  way  back. 

Q.  That  was  from  Mr.  Webster? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which  said  four  members  of  the  House  had  left  for  Connecticut, 
was  it  not  ? 

The  Chairman.  Said  that  four  Members  of  the  House  had  left 
for  Connecticut,  at  least  the  account  says, "  to  try  and  put  a  stop 
.  to  this  investigation,"  or  something  like  that. 

Q.  Now,  to  whom  did  you  show  that  telegram? — A.  I  do  not 
recall  having  shown  it  to  anyone. 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  speak  concerning  the  subject-matter? — 
A.  I  do  not  recall  speaking  to  anyone  except  Mr.  Boutell. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Olmsted  left  on  the  24th 
or  the  23d  for  Harrisburg,  and  on  the  24th  I  left  for  Springfield  to 
be  present  at  the  State  convention  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  we  would 
like  to  know  what  basis  Mr.  Webster  had  for  sending  the  telegram, 
which  seems  to  correspond  with  the  kind  of  newspaper  propaganda 
that  seems  to  have  been  carried  from  that  office  in  reference  to 
this  committee  and  its  actions. 

A.  It  is  something  that  I  know  absolutely  nothing  about. 

The  Chairman.  Had  you  talked  with  Mr.  Webster  about  it  after 
you  got  back — about  this  telegram  ? 

A.  I  may  have;  I  do  not  remember;  I  can  not  tell  you. 


_i 
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TESTIMONY  OF  BEHJAMIH  WEBSTER— Recalled. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  We  will  ask  Mr.  Webster,  then.  Mr.  Webster,  do  you  remember 
sending  such  a  telegram? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  say,  if  you  remember? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
the  words.  I  understand  that  the  four  gentlemen  mentioned— 
I  do  not  remember  their  names  now — and  one  other,  had  left,  or 
were  leaving  on  the  4  o'clock  train,  for  New  London. 

Q.  How  did  you  understand  that?— A.  Mr.  Wallmo  here  and  Mr. 
Spencer  were  looking  it  up,  and  Mr.  Wallmo  tells  me  he  heard  it  on 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

By  the  Chairman: 

Q.  Who  are  Mr.  Wallmo  and  Mr.  Spencer? — A.  Mr.  Wallmo  and 
Mr.  Spencer,  I  understand,  of  that  paper. 

Q.  iou  gave  him  this  information,  then,  for  this  publication?— 
A.  Mr.  Wallmo  gave  it  to  me,  as  I  remember  it.  He  telephoned  me 
and  asked  me  about  it. 

Q.  Is  that  as  true  as  the  other  statements  that  have  been  published 
by  this  Connecticut  syndicate  of  this  committee  ?*— A.  I  have  no 
information  on  that  matter  at  all.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
suggest  that  you  could  get  the  original  in  the  corridor  there  at  th* 
tefegraph  station,  probably. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  rather  immaterial.  The  source  of  the  general 
scope  and  the  accuracy  of  the  information  is  what  the  committee  is 
after. 

TESTIMONY  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  GEORGE  L.  LILLET. 

George  L.  Lille y,  recalled. 
By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  you  have  mentioned  writing  one  letter  to  a  gentle- 
man connected  with  the  Waterbury  Republican  or  American &• 

Republican. 

Q.  What  connection,  if  any,  have  you  with  that  paper? — A.  None. 

1      .  .      .. 

Q.  That  is,  is  the  proprietor  of  it  in  any  way  indebted  to  youf- 
A.  It  is  a  stock  company. 

Q.  Is  the  stock  company  indebted  to  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  hold  any  bond  of  the  stock  company?— A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Or  hold  any  notes  of  the  stock  company  ? — A.  I  do  not.  Thert 
are  some  bonds  owned  in  my  family. 

Q.  How  many? — A.  Twenty-five  thousand,  I  think. 

Q.  Of  the  Waterbury  Republican,  your  immediate  family?— 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Your  son?— A.  And  mother. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  writes  the  Washington  articles  for  that 
paper? — A.  I  do  not.     Associated  Press,  I  think. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  is  the  editor  of  it? — A.  Mr.  Lathrope. 

Q.  Is  he  the  gentleman  to  whom  you  wrote  the  letter? — A.  Y«i 
sir. 


Any  stock  in  it? — A.  None. 

No  ownership  in  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Is  it  in  any  way  indebted  to  you? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  The  course  of  that  paper  generally  meets  with  your  approval? — 
A.  Not  always. 

Q.  In  what  particular  does  it  not  for  the  last  sixty  days. — A.  There 
are  a  good  many  things  that  have  appeared  in  the  last  sixty  days 
that  did  not  meet  with  my  approval. 

Q.  What  is  the  entire  bonded  indebtedness  of  the  stock  company 
of  that  paper,  if  you  know? — A.  Twenty-five  thousand  in  bonds  and 
thirty  thousand  in  stock. 

Q.  You  own  the  bonds? — A.  They  are  owned  in  my  family. 

Q.  Is  any  stock  owned  in  your  family? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  the  stock  worth  anything? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  the  stock  worth? — A.  Do  you  want  to  buy?  I  have 
none  to  sell;  I  do  not  know;  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  for  sale.  It 
is  owned  by  the  most  prominent  Republicans  in  Connecticut. 

Q.  That  would  not  leave  you  out,  that  description. — A.  Some  of 
the  most. 

S,  Mr.  Lilley,  you  have  handed  to  this  committee  an  affidavit 
e  by  Charles  M.  Robertson.     Do  you  know  Charles  M.  Robert- 
son?— A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  he  lives? — A.  New  Haven,  I  understand. 
Q.  Do  you  know  why  one  end  of  his  affidavit  is  dated  in  New 
Haven  and  the  other  in  Bridgeport? — A.  I  do  not;  I  did  not  know 
it  was  so  dated. 


Q.  Do  you  know  Henry  Catlin? — A.  I  do  not. 


Do  you  know  where  he  lives? — A.  I  knew  where  his  people 
lived,  but  I  have  forgotten;  somewhere  in  Maryland. 

Q.  I  merely  called  attention  to  the  fact  as  the  affidavit  is  made  in 
New  Haven  and  dated  in  Bridgeport.  Where  did  vou  get  that 
affidavit?— A.  Where  I  got  it? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  It  was  mailed  to  me. 

Q.  From  where? — A.  New  Haven  or  Bridgeport;  Bridgeport.  I 
think. 

Q.  By  whom? — A.  By  Mr.  Foster. 

Q.  Mr.  Carl  Foster?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Any  letter  with  it? — A.  Yes;  a  line,  I  think,  saying  that  he 
inclosed  it. 

Q.  Did  he  say- what  should  be  done  with  it? — A.  No,  sir.    • 

Q.  Did  he  say  why  Mr.  Robinson  could  not  be  introduced  as  a 
witness? — A.  I  assume  that  he  can  be  produced. 

Q.  He  did  not  say  where  he  lived  ? — A.  New  Haven. 

Q.  I  infer  from  this  that  in  1900,  eight  years  ago,  Mr.  Robinson 
met  Mr.  Catlan,  whom  he  described  as  a  gentleman  with  most  pleas- 
ing and  charming  manners  and  as  a  most  plausible  talker,  but  he  did 
not  say  where  Mr.  Catlan  lived. — A.  He  lived  at  Washington  the 
time  Mr.  Robinson  knew  him. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  meet  that  gentleman  if  I  knew  where  to  find 
him.  Mr.  Lilley,  do  you  know  a  man  by  the  name  of  S.  A.  Jenkins  ? — 
A.  I  do  not  recall  the  name  at  present. 

Q.  Do  not  remember  ever  having  heard  of  him?  I  have  no  reason 
to  think  that  you  have;  I  am  only  asking  because  I  am  trying  to  find 
out  who  he  is." — A.  I  do  not  recall  such  a  man. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  did  you  know  Mr.  Whitney— F.  B.  Whitney?— A. 
No,  sir. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  him  at  all  I — A.  I  do  not  know  of  any  such  man 
unless  it  is  the  Whitney  that  has  been  summoned  here,  and  I  do  not 
know  as  I  know  him.  I  was  introduced  to  him  once  in  passing;  hid 
no  conversation  then  with  him. 

O.  When  was  that  I— A.  Why,  it  was  in  the  lobby  of  the  New  Wfl- 
lara;  I  could  not  tell  vou  was  it  two  or  three  months  ago. 

Q.  Who  introduced  him  to  you?— A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  I  wish  vou  would  try  to* recollect,  if  possible. — A.  Well,  I  can 
not  state  with  any  degree  of  certainty. 

Q.  As  near  as  you  can. — A.  It  may  have  been  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  It  most  likely  was  Mr.  Neff,  was  it  not? — A.  I  should  think  it 
would  be  as  likely"  to  have  been  him  as  anyone;  there  was  a  crowd 
there. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  conversation  occurred  ? — A.  There  was 
no  conversation  between  Mr.  Whitney  and  me. 

Q.  It  was  a  mere  introduction? — A.  It  was  a  mere  introduction. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  communication,  received  any  letters,  from 
him  or  messages,  or  directed  any  to  Mr.  Wliitney  ? — A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Or  have  you  received  any  from  him  in  any  way? — A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Through  your  secretary  or  others? — A.  1  have  not. 

Q.  Are  you  still  of  the  opinion,  Mr.  Lilley,  that  submarines  are  not 
of  much  account  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  they  are  a  valuable  article.  I 
think  they  are  in  an  experimental  stage.  i 

Q.  But  you  voted  on  the  10th  of  February  for  $3,500,000  appro- ' 

{)riation  for  them  ? — A.  No ;  I  think  not.     I  voted  for  an  amendment, 
eeling  that  the  amendment  was  better  than  the  motion,  but  I  voted 
against  the  motion. 

O.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  I  want  to  get  this  straight.  On  the  minutes 
of  that  meeting,  beginning  at  page  423  of  the  printed  copy  of  our  hear- 
ings, it  states  that  Mr.  iludd  onered  the  following  substitute  for  the 
resolution  offered  by  Mr.  Loudenslager: 

F  »r  submarine  torpedo  boats,  to  be  contracted  for  after  such  competitive  teat  astbe 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  prescribe,  $3,500,000,  of  which  the  sum  of  $1,000,000  is 
hereby  appropriated. 

The  vote  on  the  substitute  by  Mr.  Mudd  was  recorded  as  follows: 

In  the  affirmative  Messrs.  Foss,  Mudd,  Lilley,  Ellis,  Padgett,  Hob  son. 

You 'Voted  for  that  proposition? — A.  I  voted  for  that  amendment; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  that  had  been  adopted  that  would  have  been  in  the  naval 
appropriation  bill? — A.  It  would  have  been,  instead  of  the  one  that 
went  in. 

Q.  You  were  opposed  to  the  Loudenslager  amendment,  which  has 
in  it  the  proviso  "unless  on  or  before  October  1,  1908,  a  submarine 
torpedo  boat  of  a  different  type,"  etc.;  you  voted  against  that?— A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  did  vote  for  an  appropriation  of  three  million  and  a  half, 
subject  to  such  tests  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  might  prescribe r- 
A.  I  voted  for  it  as  an  amendment. 

Q.  If  that  had  carried  that  would  have  been  a  provision  in  the 
naval  bill  ? — A.  I  would  have  voted  against  that  if  it  had  been  the 
original  motion. 

Q.  It  was  offered  as  a  substitute  for  another  motion  ? — A.  It  was 
better  than  the  other  motion,  but  I  would  have  voted  against  it" 
it  had  been  an  original  motion. 
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Q.  I  think  you  did  vote  for  three  million  the  year  before? — A.  Yes 
sir. 

Q.  Did  ybu  offer  any  amendment  in  the  Naval  Committee  reduc- 
ing the  amount  of  the  appropriation? — A.  I  did  not  offer  any  amend- 
ment at  all.  I  will  add  there,  for  the  reason  that  I  knew  it  would  be 
of  no  avail. 

Q.  We  sometimes  vote  our  principles  and  belief  whether  they 
prevail  or  not.  Mr.  Lilley,  how  did  you  come  to  ask  us  to  subpoena 
Frank  L.  Edinborough,  of  Bay  City,  Mich.? — A.  After  an  interview 
with  a  young  man  who  is  a  correspondent  of  some  Michigan  paper. 

Q.  Who  was  he?— A.  He  was  here  early  in  the  session;  he  has 
not  been  here  lately.    # 

Q.  Do  you  know  his  name? — A.  I  think  it  is  Cameron,  but  I  am 
not  sure. 

Q.  What  newspaper? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you? — A.  He  came  into  my  room  once  for 
some  news  and  sat  down  on  a  chair  by  my  desk,  and  I  think  he  had 
some  clippings  from  some  papers  there  showing  an  interview  with 
Gordon  and  an  interview  with  Loud,  or  else  it  was  an  interview  with 
Loud  and  Edinborough,  and  I  asked  him  some  auestions  about  who 
was  running,  or  who  had  run  out  there  as  a  candidate  a  few  years  ago, 
or  had  been  mentioned,  and  he  told  me  Judge  Gordon,  but  he  could 
not  give  me  his  initials,  and  then  he  told  me  about  Edinborough  being 
a  candidate  at  the  present  time,  and  I  asked  him  where  he  lived  ana 
what  his  initials  were.  He  could  not  give  me  Gordon's  initials  at 
that  time,  but  brought  them  in  afterwards  and  gave  them  to  Mr. 
Webster. 

Q.  The  paper  to  which  you  referred,  was  that  the  Detroit  News? — 
A.  I  woula  not  attempt  to  say  what  paper  it  was. 

Q.  You  handed  in  a  copy  to  the  committee  here  when  you  gave 
vour  testimony,  I  think,  the  first  day? — A.  There  was  a  discrepancy 
between  Mr.  Loud  and  Mr.  Edinborough,  I  think,  in  the  interview 
published. 

Q.  It  appears  here  on  page  30  of  the  hearings;  you  handed  us  cer- 
tain newspaper  articles,  the  first  one  of  which  is  the  Detroit  News, 
Detroit,  Mien.,  Friday,  February  21,  1908,  containing  a  Washington 
dispatch  bearing  the  same  date,  in  which  that  refers  to  Mr.  Loud  and 
Mr.  Edinborough.  Is  that  the  paper  to  which  you  refer? — A.  I 
think  very  likely  it  is. 

Q.  There  seems  to  have  been  another  one  from  the  same  paper 
immediately  following  it,  February  22, 1908.  Was  it  the  correspond- 
ent of  that  paper  that  you  got  this  information  from,  asking  us  to 
subpoena  Mr.  Edinborough?— A.  From  this  young  man. 

Q.  From  that  young  man,  who  you  think  represented  the  news- 
paper?— A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Whose  name  you  think  ? — A.  Was  Cameron,  I  think. 

Q.  Had  you  ever  seen  him  before? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that  I  have. 

Q.  Then  you  asked  us  to  subpoena  a  witness  on  the  statement  of  a 
strange  young  man  whose  name  you  do  not  remember  and  whom  you 
had  never  seen  before? — A.  Well,  I  knew  there  had  been  a  man  out 
there  in  the  employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  but  I  did  not 
know  his  name. 

Q.  Edinborough  had  never  been  employed  by  the  Electric  Boat 
Company? — A.  Gordon  had. 
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tl  am  talking  about  Edinborough. — A.  I  did  not  know  his  name 
ow  of  him. 

Q.  Did  you  know  at  that  time  that  this  anonymous  communication 
had  been  sent  to  Mr.  Edinborough  on  the  15th  of  February? — A.  No. 
sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  know  about  it? — A.  When  Mr.  Edinborough 
passed  it  up  to  the  committee. 

Q.  Had  you  had  any  correspondence  with  Mr.  Edinborough  before 
he  reached  Washington? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  now  it  happened  that  he  went  direct  to  see  you  at 
your  hotel  when  he  arrived  there? — A.  He  did  not  go  direct. 

Q.  I  think  he  said  that  is  the  first  place  he  went  and  you  were  the 
first  person  he  saw. — A.  He  called  me  up  *from  the  Metropolitan 
Hotel  and  wanted  to  know,  "Is  this  Mr.  Lilley?"  and  if  I  wanted  to 
see  him. 

Q.  Had  you  ever  seen  him  before? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  you  did  want  to  see  him? — A.  I  told  him  if  he 
wanted  to  come  up  to  see  me  I  would  see  him. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  why  he  wished  to  report  to  you  ? — A.  He  did  not. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  why  did  you  not  introduce  the  resolution  before  the 
naval  committee? — A.  I  had  never  fully  decided  to  introduce  the 
resolution  until  the  actions  of  the  committee  on  the  day  the  appro- 
priations were  made.  That  was  the  culmination  of  a  last  straw,  if 
you  please  to  put  it  that  way,  and  even  then  I  hesitated  some  days. 

Q.  If  they  had  voted  for  what  you  call  open  competition,  I  believe 
you  already  stated,  you  would  not  have  felt  it  necessary  to  introduce 
the  resolution. — A.  Well,  I  had  not  decided  to  introduce  it. 

Q.  I  did  ask  you  if  you  had  any  communication  from  Mr.  Edin- 
borough. Now  I  want  to  ask  you  whether  you  or  anyone  else,  so  far 
as  you  know,  have  written  any  letter  to  Mr.  Edinborough? — A.  Yes; 
I  think  my  secretary  wrote  him  a  letter. 

Q.  When? — A.  I  can  not  say  just  when;  some  time  in  March. 

Q.  Soon  after  his  appearance  here? — A.  Oh,  before;  some  time 
before. 

Q.  Whose  name  was  signed  to  it? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Why  do  you  think  he  wrote? — A.  Because  I  learned  afterwards 
that  he  had  written. 

Q.  Have  you  that  letter? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Who  has? — A.  I  do  not  think  it  is  in  existence.  I  do  not  know 
who  has  got  it  if  it  is. 

Q.  Did  a  reply  come  to  that  letter? — A.  Not  so  far  as  I  know. 

Q.  Your  name  was  signed  to  that  letter,  was  it  not  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Whose  name  was? — A.  My  impression  is  that  some  Smith:  I 
do  not  know  the  initials. 

Q.  Does  your  secretary  sign  just  anybodj^s  name  he  chooses?— A. 
I  think  he  did  in  this  instance. 

Q.  Signed  the  name  of  Smith? — A.  I  think  he  did. 

O.  Where  was  the  reply  to  be  sent? — A.  I  think  at  his  house,  where 
he  lived. 

Q.  Did  you  see  or  know  anything  of  the  letter  before  it  was 
mailed? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Webster  about  it? — A.  No, sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  substance  of  the  letter? — A.  It  asked  if  he  could 
state  who  was  talked  of  in  that  district  two  years  ago  as  a  candidate 
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for  Congress,  and  whether  it  was  the  same  man  employed  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Why  do  you  suppose  he  signed  the  very  unusual  name  of 
Smith? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Why  do  you  suppose  Mr.  Webster  wanted  to  find  out  who  ran 
for  Congress  in  Maine? — A.  Mr.  Webster  was  familiar  with  the  cir- 
cumstance. 

Q.  He  did  not  want  it  for  the  Waterbury  Republican,  did  he? — A. 
No ;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Have  you  any  letters  or  do  you  know  of  any  letters  in  existence 
now  written  by  Mr!  Edinborough? — A.  I  do  not. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Webster,  will  you  take  the  stand  a  minute  and 
tell  us  about  Mr.  Smith? 

BENJAMIN  WEBSTER—  Recalled. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  not  an  apparently  humorous  matter  either, 
I  may  state,  Mr.  Webster. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Webster,  have  you  ever  written  any  letters  to  Mr.  Frank  L 
Edinborough,  Bay  City,  Mich.? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When? — A.*  I  think  it  was  about  March  5  or  6. 

Q.  Of  this  year? — A.  Of  this  year. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  in  that  letter? — A.  I  asked  Mr.  Edinborough, 
I  do  not  remember  theexact  wording,  but  what  I  wanted  to  ascertain 
was  if  a  candidate  had  been  brought  out  against  Mr.  Loud  two  years 
ago,  and  who  it  was  if  there  was  such  a  candidate. 

Q.  Now,  who  suggested  to  you  the  writing  of  such  a  letter? — A.  I 
heard  this  discussion  between  Mr.  Lilley  and  the  newspaper  man, 
Detroit  newspaper  man,  and  Mr.  Lilley  said  that  he  did  not  care  to 
write  for  the  information,  so  I  originated  this  scheme  of  getting  the 
information,  to  which  I  never  received  a  reply. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Lilley  that  you  had  originated  the  scheme? — 
A.   I  told  him  the  other  evening  the  fact  that  I  had  written. 

Q.  How  long  ago  did  you  tell  him? — A.  I  think  it  was  Sunday 
night  I  told  him. 

Q.  Last  Sundav  night  ? — A.  Last  Sunday  night. 

Q.  You  showed  him  a  copy  of  the  letter? — A.  I  kept  no  copy  of 
the  letter;  I  wrote  it  at  home  in  the  evening  on  a  piece  of  note  paper. 

•Q.  I  think  Mr.  Lilley  just  said  that  he  had  seen  the  letter;  1  may 
be  mistaken. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Did  you  not,  Mr.  Lilley  ? 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  had  seen  the  letter;  yes. 

Q.  When  did  you  show  it  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  I  never  showed  it  to 
Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  What  name  did  you  sign  to  it? — A.  Mr.  Smith,  I  think. 

Q.  What  one  of  that  family? — A.  I  have  forgotten  whether  it  was 
Charles  or  John;  Charles  Smith  or  John  Smith. 

Q.  What  was  your  curiosity  to  know  who  was  running  for  Con 
gress  out  in  Michigan  two  years  ago  ? — A.  I  had  heard  the  conversa- 
tion in  regard  to  the  matter,  and  Mr.  Lilley  thought  it  would  be 
improper  for  him  to  write. 
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Q.  From  what  person  coming  into  the  room? — A.  At  that  time 
r.  Matthew  O'Brien,  a  representative  of  the  prohibition  movement 
»re,  was  apparently  feeling  that  he  had  not  been  treated  on  the 
[uare  by  Congress.  He  had  been  to  the  hearings  and  he  did  not 
ive  a  favorable  impression  of  the  method  of  conducting  the  hearing. 
!e  gave  me  most  of  my  pointers  on  the  hearings.  As  to  the  word 
whitewash/'  I  had  seen  that  in  the  newspapers  a  good  many  times. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  embodied  tne  subject-matter  of  news- 
iper  clippings  and  desultory  conversations  in  letters  to  which  you 
gned  Mr.  Lifley's  name? — A.  The  letters  to  which  the  replies  would 
>me  would  be  letters  stating  the  opinion  was  that  the  committee 
itended  to  whitewash  the  wnole  matter.  I  think  I  got  that  letter 
■oin  the  newspaper  clippings. 

Q.  Did  you  in  that  letter  to  Mr.  Goff  state  that  the  committee  would 
rhitewash  the  whole  matter? — A.  I  could  not  state  that  was  not  it; 
do  not  remember  that  particular  letter. 

Q.  It  was  from  all  those  newspapers  from  which  you  gathered  that, 
1  which  Mr.  Lilley  was  reported  to  have  so  said  to  the  New  York 
Vorld.  You  heard  it  read  a  little  while  ago — the  newspaper  clip- 
dug. — A.  That  is  the  first  time  I  have  ever  seen  that  clipping  or 
teard  of  it. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  the  Detroit  newspaper  man  came  into 
he  office  and  talked  with  Mr.  Lilley  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  anybody  else  there? — A.  I  think  not;  I  think  hi  came  in 
me  afternoon,  about  1  o'clock  of  the  afternoon  of  March  4,  if  I  can 
>lace  the  date  according  to  the  letter. 

Q.  It  was  before  this  committee  was  appointed? — A.  I  do  not  have 
n  mind  the  date  on  which  the  committee  was  announced.  I  think 
t  was  on  March  4  he  came  in. 

Q.  How  do  you  place  that  date? — A.  The  committee  simply  com- 
nented  upon  my  lack  of  memory,  and  Mr.  Brown  suggested  I  should 
,hink  over  everything  pretty  carefully  before  testifying  again  and  be 
prepared  to  give  as  many  dates.  I  remember  that  letter  I  wrote;  it 
wras  about  March  5  or  6,  and  it  was  a  day  or  two  before. 

Q.  What  memorandum  have  you  to  show  the  date  on  which  you 
WTote  that  letter? — A.  I  just  took  this  by  comparing  the  records 
and  the  hearings  and  different  things  that  I  placed  these  dates,  and  I 
place  it  on  a  Tuesday  or  Wednesday  night,  as  I  remember. 

Q.  About  March  4?— A.  March  5,  I  think,  or  6. 

(J.  This  committee  was  named  by  the  Speaker  on  March  6,  so  that 
this  letter  was  written  before  the  day — before  the  appointment  of  the 
committee  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  call  of  the  Detroit  newspaper  man  was  the  day  before 
that? — A.  That  is  my  impression;  I  could  not  place  the  day  lie  came 
in,  with  any  accuracy. 

Q.  Did  you  keep  any  copy  of  that  letter? — A.  I  went  home,  and  I 
just  took  a  piece  of  note  paper  and  wrote  it  with  a  pen  and  ink.  I 
kept  no  copy  and  mailed  it  m  the  evening  about  9  o'clock. 

Q.  Will  you  state,  if  you  can  recall,  exactly  the  contents  of  that 
letter? — A.  I  believe  I  had  learned  that  he  was  Senator  Frank  Edin- 
borough,  of  Bay  City.  Mich.  I  said,  <kMy  Dear  Senator. "  I  believe  it 
contained  the  information  also  that  he  was  a  candidate  against  Mr. 
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Q.  Who  suggested  anything  about  him  writing? — A.^Mr.JLiIkff  1 
and  this  newspaper  man  had  a  discussion  as  to  who  was  thejauut 
date. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  tell  the  newspaper  man  or  tell  you  it  would  be 
improper  for  him  to  write  ? — A.  I  tnink  he  remarked  to  the  newspaper 
man.  and  the  newspaper  man  was  going  to  find  out,  and  he  came  in 
and  ne  gave  us  the  names  of  Mr.  Gordon  and  Edinborough  and  their 
addresses.  I  think  it  was  the  following  day  he  came  in  and  gave  Mr. 
Edniborough's  and  Gordon's  addresses. 

Q.  What  was  your  interest  in  the  contest  out  in  Michigan  two 
years  ago? — A.  I  gathered  from  the  conversation  that  the  Electric 
boat  Company  had  brought  out  a  candidate,  and  I  wished  to  ascer- 
tain.    That  was  my  question  in  that  letter  to  Mr.  Edinborough. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  that  affect  you? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  it 
would  affect  me  in  any  way. 

Q.  Did  you  give  Mr.  Lilley  to  understand  that  you  would  write!— 
A.  I  think  the  first  time  I  told  him  about  it  was  this  Sunday  evening. 

Q.  Last  Sunday  evening? — A.  Last  Sunday  evening.  I  never  had 
received  a  reply. 

Q.  Now,  to  whom  else  have  you  written,  either  in  your  own  name  or 
the  name  of  Smith,  or  any  other  name,  concerning  any  matter  which 
may  possibly  concern  this  investigation? — A.  I  testified  on  Friday, 
I  believe,  I  nad  written  several  letters  to  Waterbury  city  editor  and 
American  last  fall.     Only  one  since  February  20,  I  believe. 

Q.  How  many  letters  have  you  written  to  which  you  signed  Mr. 
Lilley's  name? — A.  Average  about  twenty — twenty-five  a  daj, 
perhaps. 

Q.  I  mean  relative  to  this  investigation? — A.  There  might  be 
twelve  or  fifteen. 

Q.  Did  you  sign  Mr.  Lilley's  name,  or  did  he  sign  his  own  name?— 
A.  To  letters  that  I  had  written? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  That  I  wrote  myself  I  signed. 

Q.  Did  you  write  any  of  a  similar  character  to  the  one  sent  to  Mr. 
Gon? — A.  I  recall  nothing  except  that  one. 

Q.  Similar  sentiments  in  reference  to  this  committee? — A.  No,  sir; 
I  do  not  recall  anything  of  that  nature. 

Q.  Or  similar  nature? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Commenting  upon  the  committee  in  ftny  way? — A.  Undoubt- 
edly everyone  had  some  sort  of  a  comment. 

Q.  Any  of  them  written  to  newspaper  people? — A.  The  only  letter 
that  I  have  ever  written  to  the  newspaper  men  was  this  one  letter  to  the 
city  editor,  which  I  wrote  in  reference  to  Mr.  Early's  appointment  to 
a  clerkship  and  expenditures  in  the  Treasury  Department. 

Q.  Did  you  not  write  one  a  little  later? — A.  I  do  not  remember 
whether  he  gave  that  to  me  or  to  the  stenographer;  I  could  not  say* 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  idea  that  you  embodied  in  that  letter  to 
Mr.  Goff  to  which  you  signed  Mr.  Lilley's  name? — A.  I  got  that  idea 
from  the  gentleman  who  had  been  here  to  the  hearings  of  the  com- 
mittee, and  had  come  into  the  room,  and  also  newspaper  critics. 

Q.  What  gentlemen  ? — A.  I  have  some  newspaper  clippings  here  in 
my  pocket  that  came  in  about  that  time.  If  the  committee  care  to 
look  at  them;  they  are  criticising  the  committee.  There  is  one  bene 
that  I  had  no  authority  for  that,  perhaps  the  committee  would  lito 
to  see  them  before  I  read  them.  [Newspaper  clippings  handed  to  the 
committee.] 
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Q.  From  what  person  coming  into  the  room? — A.  At  that  time 
Mr.  Matthew  O'Brien,  a  representative  of  the  prohibition  movement 
here,  was  apparently  feeling  that  he  had  not  been  treated  on  the 
square  by  Congress.  He  had  been  to  the  hearings  and  he  did  not 
have  a  favorable  impression  of  the  method  of  conducting  the  hearing. 
He  gave  me  most  of  my  pointers  on  the  hearings.  As  to  the  word 
"whitewash/'  I  had  seen  that  in  the  newspapers  a  good  many  times. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  embodied  tne  subject-matter  of  news- 
paper clippings  and  desultory  conversations  in  letters  to  which  you 
signed  Mr.  Lifley's  name? — A.  The  letters  to  which  the  replies  would 
come  would  be  letters  stating  the  opinion  was  that  the  committee 
intended  to  whitewash  the  wnole  matter.  I  think  I  got  that  letter 
from  the  newspaper  clippings. 

Q.  Did  you  in  that  letter  to  Mr.  Goff  state  that  the  committee  would 
whitewash  the  whole  matter? — A.  I  could  not  state  that  was  not  it; 
I  do  not  remember  that  particular  letter. 

Q.  It  was  from  all  those  newspapers  from  which  you  gathered  that, 
in  which  Mr.  Lilley  was  reported  to  have  so  said  to  tne  New  York 
World.     You  heard  it  read  a  little  while  ago — the  newspaper  clip- 

£ing. — A.  That  is  the  first  time  I  have  ever  seen  that  clipping  or 
eard  of  it. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  the  Detroit  newspaper  man  came  into 
the  office  and  talked  with  Mr.  Lilley?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  anybody  else  there? — A.  I  think  not;  I  think  hi  came  in 
one  afternoon,  about  1  o'clock  of  the  afternoon  of  March  4,  if  I  can 
place  the  date  according  to  the  letter. 

Q.  It  was  before  this  committee  was  appointed  ? — A.  I  do  not  have 
in  mind  the  date  on  which  the  committee  was  announced.  I  think 
it  was  on  March  4  he  came  in. 

Q.  How  do  you  place  that  date? — A.  The  committee  simply  com- 
mented upon  my  lack  of  memory,  and  Mr.  Brown  suggested  I  should 
think  over  everything  pretty  carefully  before  testifying  again  and  be 
prepared  to  give  as  many  dates.  I  remember  that  letter  I  wrote;  it 
was  about  ^la^ch  5  or  6,  and  it  was  a  day  or  two  before. 

Q.  What  memorandum  have  you  to  show  the  date  on  which  you 
wrote  that  letter? — A.  I  just  took  this  by  comparing  the  records 
and  the  hearings  and  different  things  that  I  placed  these  dates,  and  I 
place  it  on  a  Tuesday  or  Wednesday  night,  as  I  remember. 

Q.  About  March  4'?—  A.  March  5,  I  think,  or  6. 

Q.  This  committee  was  named  by  the  Speaker  on  March  6,  so  that 
this  letter  was  written  before  the  day — before  the  appointment  of  the 
committee?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  call  of  the  Detroit  newspaper  man  was  the  day  before 
that? — A.  That  is  my  impression;  I  could  not  place  the  day  lie  came 
in,  with  any  accuracy. 

Q.  Did  you  keep  any  copy  of  that  letter? — A.  I  went  home,  and  I 
just  took  a  piece  of  note  paper  and  wrote  it  with  a  pen  and  ink.  I 
kept  no  copy  and  mailed  it  m  the  evening  about  9  o  clock. 

Q.  Will  you  state,  if  you  can  recall,  exactly  the  contents  of  that 
letter? — A.  I  believe  I  had  learned  that  he  was  Senator  Frank  Edin- 
borough,  of  Bay  City,  Mich.  I  said,  "My  Dear  Senator.7'  I  believe  it 
contained  the  information  also  that  he  was  a  candidate  against  Mr. 
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Loud,  and  asked  him  if  he  could  give  this  information  in  reference  to 
any  candidate  being  brought  out — or  rather  that  Mr.  Edinborough 
had  been  Mr.  Loud's  secretary  and  wanted  to  know  whether  he  conld 
giTe  any  information  as  to  who  was  brought  out  as  a  candidate  for 
nomination  two  years  ago,  and  if  so,  he  would  send  on  the  name  and 
the  address  of  the  man.  I  have  forgotten  whether  I  suggested  Mr. 
Gordon's  name  or  not ;  I  may  have  suggested  that  in  the  letter,  hav- 
ing heard  it  that  afternoon,  and  may  not.  I  could  not  state  if  Mr. 
Gordon's  name  was  included  in  the  letter  or  not. 

Q.  What  statement  did  you  make  in  the  letter  why  you  wrote  the 
letter? — A.  I  do  not  know  as  I  gave  any  reason  at  all;  just  asked  for 
the  information. 

Q.  Did  you  not  indicate  in  any  way  to  Senator  Edinborough  why 
you  addressed  him  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  address  for  the  reply  did  you  give? — A.  334  Indiana 
avenue. 

Q.  Is  that  where  you  live? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  inclose  a  stamp  for  reply? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that;  I 
generally  do.  That  is  my  custom,  but  I  would  not  be  positive 
whether  one  was  in  or  not. 

Q.  And  you  received  no  reply  ? — A.  No  reply. 

Q.  What  paper  was  it  that  that  reporter  said  he  represented  here 
when  he  called  on  Mr.  Lilley  ? — A.  A  Detroit  paper,  I  do  not  remem- 
ber what  the  nanie  was;  he  probably  mentioned  it.  I  could  identify 
the  young  man  if  I  saw  him  again.  I  have  seen  him  around  several 
times. 

Q.  Did  he  state  the  name  of  the  paper  at  that  time? — A.  I  could 
not  say  definitely  any  more  than  Detroit.  I  know  that  he  was  a 
Detroit  correspondent.     I  could  not  give  the  rest  of  the  title. 

Q.  You  heard  the  conversation? — A.  Yes,  sir — that  is,  I  heard 
parts  of  it.     I  was  typewriting. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  he  tell  Mr.  Lilley  at  that  time;  just  give  the 
words  as  said,  if  you  can  remember  them. — A.  If  I  remember  it 
rightly  Mr.  Lilley  asked  him  what  he  knew  about  political  conditions 
out  there,  and  he  said  he  believed  that  there  was  a  general  rumor  that 
a  candidate  had  been  brought  out  against  Mr.  Loud,  and  I  think  he 
mentioned  the  fact  that  it  was  Mr.  Gordon,  but  I  am  not  positive 
on  that  point  whether  he  did  mention  it  or  not.  He  was  going  to 
look  it  up,  and  came  in  either  the  dajr  after  or  two  days  after  and 
gave  me  these  two  names.  He  gave  me  the  addresses;  I  do  not 
remember  whether  he  gave  me  the  names  or  not.  My  impression  is 
it  was  after  I  received  the  names  that  I  wrote  him  the  letter  that 
evening;  after  I  got  the  address  of  Mr.  Edinborough. 

Q.  Did  he  indicate  that  Mr.  Edinborough  had  had  any  previous 
connection  with  Mr.  Loud  ? — A.  I  believe  that  came  out  in  the  con- 
versation— that  he  had  been  Mr.  Loud's  secretary. 

Q.  Did  this  reporter  come  in  to  get  any  news?— A.  Yes;  I  believe 
he  was  around  looking  for  news.  I  believe  that  is  what  he  said  when 
he  came  in.  I  do  not  remember  what  his  manner  was,  simply  came 
in  and  sat  down;  others  come  in  and  ask  questions. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  Mr.  Lilley  or  you  concerning  any  news  about  this 
submarine  matter? — A.  I  have  not  any  recollectionon  that  point.  It 
is  very  possible  that  he  did,  but  I  have  no  recollection.    As  I  nave  said, 
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I  was  busy  at  the  machine  when  he  first  came  in  and  I  finished  a  letter 
or  something  the  latter  part  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  whether  Mr.  Lilley  gave  him  any  news  about  this 
submarine  matter? — A.  I  think  all  the  conversation  I  remember  was, 
in  reference  to  Mr.  Loud,  whether  or  not  a  candidate  had  been  brought 
out  and  whether  he  knew  about  it,  and  he  volunteered  to  look  up  the 
matter.    My  impression  is  that  he  did. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  ask  him  to  look  up  the  matter  ? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  asked 
him  what  he  knew,  as  I  remember  it,  and  he  gave  him  what  he  knew. 

Q.  What  did  he  have? — A.  There  was  a  general  rumor  that  Mr. 
Gordon  had  been  brought  out  as  a  candidate  for  nomination  against 
Mr.  Loud,  and  he  was  going  to  look  it  up  and  see  whether  he  could 
make  certain  of  it. 

Q.  Mr.»Lilley  asked  him  to  look  that  up  and  be  certain  of  it? — A. 
The  understanding  was  he  was  going  to  bring  in  those  addresses  of 
those  two  men.  That  is  all  I  remember  definitely,  and  I  had  the 
general  impression  he  was  going  to  look  up  the  matter. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  tell  this  reporter  what  he  knew  personally  about 
the  matter? — A.  I  have  no  recollection  about  that. 

Q.  Did  this  reporter  inform  you  or  Mr.  Lilley  that  he  knew  any- 
thing about  the  matter  himself  l— A.  Just  what  I  have  said;  it  was  a 
rumor. 

Q.  Just  a  rumor  was  all  that  he  had? — A.  It  was  his  impression,  as 
I  remember. 

Q.  Did  he  state  that  he  knew  or  that  there  was  a  rumor  that  this 
man  Gordon  had  influenced  Mr.  Loud? — A.  I  do  not  remember  any 
such  statement. 

Q.  No  such  conversation  ? — A.  I  do  not  remember  anything  but  the 
fact  that  he  said  it  was  understood  that  a  candidate  had.  been  brought 
out  against  Mr.  Loud  for  nomination.  I  believe  he  said  he  thought 
Mr.  Gordon  was,  and  he  was  going  to  look  it  up. 

Q.  He  was  the  one  who  first  gave  the  Detroit  newspaper  clip- 
pings?— A.  I  believe  so;  lam  not  positive;  I  do  not  remember  when 
those  clippings  came  into  the  office.  Some  one  left  them  on  the  desk,  I 
believe,  and  left  some  Detroit  papers  at  the  same  time  he  brought  in 
the  addresses. 

Q.  Did  you  clip  the  items  out  of  those  papers  referring  to  this  sub- 
marine matter? — A.  I  could  not  say  definitely  whether  I  cut  those 
particular  items  out  or  not.     I  probably  did. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  he  furnished  them  to  you  as  clippings 
or  whether  he  brought  the  newspaper  to  you  and  you  clipped  them?— 
A.  Yes,  sir;  the  newspaper  is  what  my  impression  is. 

Q.  And  you  clipped  them? — A.  If  I  did  clip  them. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  claimed  to  have  written  these  clippings 
from  these  newspapers  that  he  brought  to  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  vouch  for  the  facts  contained  in  any  of  these  articles  that 
he  brought  to  you? — A.  He  did  not  to  me;  I  never  heard  any  such 
statement  from  him. 

Q.  He  just  brought  them  in,  laid  them  down,  and  you  did  the  rest  ? — 
A.  I  believe  so;  I  am  not  positive  that  he  brought  them  in. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Edinborough  when  he  was  here? — A.  On  the 
stand :  that  is  the  first  time  I  saw  Mr.  Edinborough. 
f-  Q.  Did  you  not  meet  him  the  night  before? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  You  heard  him  testify  that  he  called  up  Mr.  Lilley  the  nigh] 
before? — A.  I  answered  the  telephone;  I  was  in  the  room.  j 

Q.  Did  you  not  see  him  that  night  ? — A.  No,  sir;  that  was  half  past 
9;  was  just  going  home  when  he  called. 

Q.  Did  he  meet  Mr.  Lilley  that  night  ? — A.  I  do  not  know^ 

Q.  You  did  not  meet  him  to  talk  to  him  to  ask  about  that  letter!-! 
A.  No,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Mr.  Webster,  referring  to  this  letter  to  Mr.  G.  W.  Goff  on  Hard 
30,  did  you  ever  receive  an  acknowledgment  of  it  ? — A.  Not  to  my 
recollection;  I  do  not  have  any  such  recollection  of  such  a  letter. 

Q.  It  was  written  to  a  stranger? — A.  That  was  in  reference  to  a leir 
ter  that  came  in.  « 

Q.  Then  I  understand  in  addition  to  that  that  it  was  written  to  a 
stranger? — A.  I  did  not  know  at  the  time  whether  he  was  a  stranger 
or  not. 

Q.  Would  it  not  follow  if  you  do  not  know  whether  he  was  or  not; 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  to  whom  would  the  man  write  the  letter*- 
A.  To  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  Was  the  substitution  as  absolute  as  that? — A.  I  did  not  catd 
the  drift  of  that  question. 

Q.  Then  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  propound  it  again.    M 

!rou  ever  get  any  reply,  any  acknowledgment  of  this  or  any  othtfj 
etter  from  this  same  person,  Mr.  George  W.  Goff,  that  referred  hv 
any  way  to  this  answer? — A.  Not  that  I  saw.  This  I  know  wasaj 
letter  that  came  in.  I  have  seen  most  of  the  letters,  but  I  hafi| 
never  seen  any  letter  to  Mr.  Goff  since  that  letter  was  written. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  written  him  another  letter  since  this  one?— 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  written  any  letters  concerning  him,  making  any 
inquiries  about  him,  to  anybody? — A.  No,  sir* 

Q.  You  did  nothing  to  undertake  to  recover  this  letter  fro» 
Goff?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  made  no  effort  to  get  it  back  into  your  possession?— 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  perfectly  satisfied  that  it  should  stand  out,  or  be 
out? — A.  You  mean  in  public? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  That  letter  was  marked  personal;  it  wTas  typewritten 
personal ;  we  had  no  intention  of  publication  at  all. 

Q.  You  say  you  got  the  substance  of  this  letter  from  newspaper 
clippings  and  from  a  man  who  was  here  looking  after  the  interests  of 
prohibition,  who  spent  some  of  his  time  in  this  committee  room  and 

fave  you  his  impression  of  it;  do  I  understand  you  to  say  thaU—A. 
think  he  was  the  one  that  expressed  to  me  the  opinion  of  white- 
wash. I  do  not  remember  he  used  the  word  whitewash,  but  he 
thought  the  hearings  were  a  farce;  that  is  the  way  he  expressed  it 
to  me. 

O.  Do  you  remember  about  what  his  language  was? — A  No;  1 
could  not  state  his  language. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  exactly  what  his  language  was,  what  word 
was  used  in  describing  it? — A.  He  made  the  remark.  I  asked  him 
who  made  the  statement  that  the  committee  was  a  joke,  or  some* 
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thing  of  that  kind.  He  said  he  had  made  it  in  substance;  he  certainly 
made  the  statement  in  substance. 

Q.  That  the  committee  was  a  joke? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  it  was  he  said,  whether  it  was  white- 
wash or  joke  or  precisely  what  word  he  used  to  convey  his  impres- 
sion?— A.  No,  sir;  I  can  not  state  just  what  paragraph  in  there 
could  be  attributed  to  any  conversation  I  had  with  him.  They 
were  from  newspaper  clippings,  and  my  impression  is  that  it  was 
about  that  time  he  was  coming  into  the  room;  he  usually  came  in 
every  day  and  made  comments. 

Q.  Did  he  come  to  your  office  or  room  after  leaving  here  to  make 
any  statement  to  you  aoout  any  impression  he  had  derived  that  day  ? — 
A.  I  think  copies  of  the  hearings  were  down  there  in  the  door  near  by. 
He  used  to  come  in  and  leave  nis  overcoat.  He  was  from  Connecti- 
cut, and  when  he  first  came  here  I  told  him  he  might  leave  his  coat 
and  hat  if  he  wished. 

Q.  I  understand  he  came  into  the  committee  to  attend  these  hear- 
ings?— A.  When  his  committee  in  which  he  was  personally  interested 
was  not  in  session  I  believe  he  did  come  up  here. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  many  times  he  attended  here? — A.  I  do  not. 
I  am  sure  it  was  a  half  a  dozen,  possibly  more. 

Q.  Did  he  happen  to  be  here  when  you  were  examined  ? — A.  Fri- 
day; no,  sir.  I  do  not  remember  his  being  in  the  room,  not  to  my 
knowledge. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  he  made  any  comments  to  you  about 
the  impression  you  made  on  him  as  a  witness? — A.  He  was  not  here 
to  the  test  of  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  witnesses  he  had  the  pleasure  of  hearing? — 
A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  mention  any  witnesses  that  he  heard? — A.  I  have 
no  recollection  of  the  name  now. 

Q.  Did  he  relate  any  incident  with  any  witnesses;  did  he  hear 
Edinborough? — A.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  did  or  not. 

Q.  Did  he  hear  Skerrett's  examination? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  To  what  witnesses  did  he  express  his  impressions  that  the  thing 
was  a  joke? — A.  I  could  not  state  that. 

Q.  Had  not  vou  attended  more  committee  meetings  than  he  had  ? — 
A.  I  don't  think  I  had. 

Q.  Had  you  attended  as  many  as  he  had? — A.  He  was  in  here  a 
great  deal  more  than  I  was. 

Q.  A  half  a  dozen  times? — A.  I  do  not  think  I  have  heard  more 
than  three  times  before  I  was  called. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  go  any  more  extensively  into  characterizing  what 
he  thought  the  committee's  actions  were,  just  as  you  say,  that  it  was 
a  joke? — A.  Just  generally,  words  of  criticism. 

Q.  "They  refuse  me  the  privilege  of  counsel  to  cross-examine,  do 
not  allow  me  to  ask  questions  except  by  submitting  them  in  writing, 
and  even  then  they  may  throw  out  those  which  they  deem  improper, 
which  means  throwing  out  all  important  questions."  Did  he  give 
you  that  impression? — A.  I  could  not  say  whether  he  did  or  not; 
whether  he  made  any  such  statement. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  he  did  not — don't  you  know  you  did  not  get 
that  statement  from  anything  he  said? — A.  No;  I  do  not  know  any- 
thing of  the  kind. 
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Q.  Then  what  did  he  say  out  of  which  you  could  possibly  hmj 
entertained  that  impression? — A.  I  have  said  I  do  not  remember 
his  words  at  all. 

Q.  You  wrote  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Fresh  from  the  impression  made  on  you  by  what  he  said*— ij 
Why,  the  first  part  of  the  letter,  I  believe,  was  owing  to  his  en*] 
demnation.  ! 

Q.  That  is,  the  whitewashing  end  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  easily  remembered,  but  you  can  not  remember  it.  T«j 
can  not  remember  whether  he  said  whitewash,  or  joke,  or  what  id 
said. — A.  No.  I  have  these  other  newspaper  clippings,  and  I  ead 
not  differentiate  where  I  got  that  impression.  j 

Q.  Can  you  remember  that  he  made  use  of  language  that  led  yraj 
to  put  in  that  statement  that  I  have  read? — A.  That  statement^ 
reference  to  cross-examination  by  an  attorney? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  No,  sir.     I  probably  heard  that  discussed  before. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  you  did? — A.  I  have  no  definite  recollection 

O.  Haven't  you  heard  that  discussed  ever  since  the  first  meeting 
of  this  committee?  Was  not  that  the  first  thing  this  committee  toofij 
up? — A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  Did  you  not  know  it  from  then  up  to  the  time  that  you  sai 
this  man  who  is  attending  these  meetings  casually? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  know  that? — A.  I  know  that  I  knew  the  fact  that 
committee  had  refused  counsel  to  examine  witnesses  from  the 
ond  day  after,  probably. 

Q.  Oli,  that  is  the  suWance  of  that  statement  in  this  letter?— M 
Yes,   sir. 

Q.  And  you  knew  that  before  you  ever  saw  that  prohibition*- 
A.  No,  sir.  1 

Q.  Before  you  ever  saw  him  as  an  attendant  upon  these  meet 
ings? — A.  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  Before  he  ever  .came  into  your  office  or  expressed  any  opinio? 
at  all?— A.  I  can  not  state.  *  J 

Q.  Why? — A.  Because  he  was  here  all  the  time.  He  has  been  bm 
ever  since  last  December,  and  he  has  been  in  the  room  sometimes 
three  or  four  times  a  week  and  sometimes  daily  and  I  could  not 
state 

Q.Who?— A.  This  Mr.  O'Brien. 

Q.  Tn  this  room? — A.  I  was  referring  to  our  office. 

Q.  You  said  that  he  had  been  in  this  room,  so  far  as  you  know, 
only  about  half  a  dozen  times. — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  recollect  having 
made  that  statement. 

Q.  You  did  not  state  in  answer  to  my  question  that  this  man 
O'Brien  had  not  attended  upon  the  hearings,  of  this  committee 
about  half  a  dozen  times? — A.  That  was  my  impression. 

Q.  Now,  then,  do  you  know  whether  he  attended  the  first  meeting 
of  this  committee  or  not? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  attended  the  second  meeting  of  thi 
committee  ? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  undertake  to  swear  that  you  got  this  statement  abort 
the  right  of  cross-examination  I  have  read  from  O'Brien?— A.  Ik" 
lieve  I  have  expressed  my  impression  that  it  did  not  come  from  hint 

Q.  Let  us  get  the  next  one.  "  I  believe,  however,  that  the  press  of 
the  country  is  already  fully  convinced."  You  did  not  get  that  frail 
O'Brien? — A.  There  are  some  clippings  there;  one  headed  "Lalle/s 
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Crime"  and  clippings  of  that  nature,  and  I  got  the  impression  that  the 
press  was  awake  on  the  subject. 

Q.  So  that  you  got  from  O'Brien  what  remained  in  the  letter? — A. 
No;  I  do  not  state  that  at  all.  That  letter  was  undoubtedly  the 
result  of  the  combined  impressions  I  had  received  since  the  start. 

Q.  Your  analysis  of  so  many  things  resulted  in  the  combination. 
The  first  statement  there,  "I  have  your  favor,  etc.,"  you  did  npt  get 
that  from  the  committee. — A.  I  got  that  from  the  letter. 

Q.  "  The  select  committee  to  investigate  have  already  demonstrated 
their  intention  to  apply  the  whitewash  wherever  they  can.  There- 
fore it  is  safe  to  assume  that  very  little  will  be  brought  out."  Is  that 
a  statement  that  you  got  from  O'Brien? — A.  That  statement  is  un- 
doubtedly my  own. 

Q.  I  mean  the  impression  that  you  undertook  to  put  into  that  lan- 
guage.— A.  Either  from  him  or  other  Connecticut  men  who  came  in 
and  discussed  the  question. 

Q.  Now,  you  wrote  a  letter  to  Edinborough  and  signed  it 
" Smith"?— A.  I  did. 

Q.  That  was  not  your  name? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  did  that  for  the  purpose  of  concealing  your  identity? — 
A.  You  may  say  that;  yes. 

Q.  What  (i— A.  Yes,  naturally. 

Q.  In  making  an  inquiry  about  th  e  affairs  in  the  district  of  Repre- 
sentative Loud,  that  was  part  of  the  charges  that  this  committee  had 
under  investigation.     That  is  true  ? —  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  no  hesitation  in  doing  that?— A.  I  believe  I  have 
Btated  that  the  committee  had  not  yet  been  appointed. 


Q.  You  anticipated  it  would  be  f— A .  Yes,  sir. 


You  had  no  use  for  it  unless  there  was  going  to  be  one? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  You  would  not  have  cut  your  corn  and  stacked  it  up  unless  there 
had  been  somebody  there  to  grind  it  ? — A.  Yes,  that  is  true. 

O.  So  that  there  was  an  active  suspicion  of  what  you  considered 
probably   would  be,  and  you  had  no  hesitation  in  doing  it? — A. 


Well 

Q.  You  did  not  hesitate? — A.  I  did,  probably. 

Q.  But  you  did  it ;  you  solved  whatever  doubt  you  had  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  favor  of  that  act  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  did  you  not  write  the  anonymous  letter  to  Edinborough?— 
A.  No,  sir. 


Q.  And  to  Mr.  Carmichael  ? — A.  No,  sir. 


What  distinction  is  there  in  the  moral  quality  of  the  act  between 
writing  a  communication,  one  of  them  with  an  assumed  name  and  the 
other  without  any  name  ? — A.  It  had  my  address  on  it. 

Q.  Your  address? — A.  Yes;  my  residence. 

Q.  That  was  a  number  in  the  city? — A.  334  Indiana  avenue. 

Q.  If  somebody  had  come  to  that  same  number  and  inquired  for 
Smith,  and  had  a  club  in  his  hand,  would  you  have  answered? — A. 
That  would  depend  upon  who  the  person  was. 

Q.  One  who  appeared  to  intend  to  use  his  club  ? — A.  It  would  depend 
upon  what  weapons  I  had. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  weapon  would  you  have  to  make  you  bold  enough 
to  have  met  him  and  have  said  you  were  Smith;  what  would  have 
been  your  choice  of  weapons? — A.  I  have  no  opinion  to  offer  upon' that 
kind  of  a  proposition. 
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Q.  You  have  no  information  to  afford  upon  that  proposition!— A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  answer  to  make,  then,  to  any  difference,  if  yea 
concede  there  is  a  difference,  between  writing  an  anonymous  letter— 
you  know  to  what  I  allude? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  Carmichael  letter,  or  the  letter  that  you  signed  under  in 
assumed  name  ? — A.  I  have  no  opinion  to  offer  upon  that  proposition 

O.  Would  vou  have  done  the  one  as  soon  as  the  others — A.  Why, 
undoubtedly  I  would. 

Q.  Were  not  both  written  for  the  same  general  purpose  ? — A.  WeB, 
what  is  your  idea  of  the  purpose  ? 

Q.  Meddling  in  somebody's  business  that  you  were  not  concerned 
in,  and  assuming  a  name  in  order  to  do  it. — A.  I  understood  ths 
investigation  was  to  be  a  public  service,  so  that  I  did  not  see  that  it 
was  matter  that  I  had  no  concern  in. 

Q.  You  considered  that  that  was  the  way  to  render  a  public 
service,  to  enter  into  an  arrangement  by  whicH  Representative  Loud 
was  to  be  defeated?  I  ask  you  if  you  consider  that  that  was  an  act 
toward  accomplishing  a  worthy  public  service  ? — A.  My  own  idea  of 
the  matter  was  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  if  a  candidate  had 
been  brought  out,  and  Mr.  Gordon  was  the  candidate,  and  Mr.  Gordo* 
was  in  the  employ  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  that  the  answer  to 
that  would  show  definitely  who  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  em- 
ployed out  there. 

Q.  And  you  considered  it  would  be  a  worthy  service? — A.  Yes, sir. 

Q.  To  engage  in  the  matter  of  bringing  about  Mr.  Loud's  de- 
feat ? — A.  I  had  no  thought  of  Loud's  defeat. 

Q.  You  merely  wanted  to  prove  a  fact? — A.  I  simply  wanted  to 
get  the  fact  as  to  whether  a  man  had  been  opposed  to  him.  , 

Q.  You  did  not  care  whether  the  public  service  was  purified  by  tto 
defeat  of  the  man  that  you  supposed  was  Mr.  Loud — that  was  not 
your  concern.  It  was  to  bring  about  the  conviction  of  the  person 
accused  by  this  resolution,  wasn't  it? — A.  My  purpose  was  to  locafe 
this  man  whom  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  put  up  against  Loud- 

Q.  For  the  purpose  of  using  the  information  thereby  gained  in  this 
investigation :  that  was  your  purpose  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  \  our  friend,  Mr.  Lilley,  desired  that  it  should  be  done,  but  pr^ 
ferred  that  vou  should  do  it  under  this  assumed  name  in  order  to  pro*; 
tect  himself;  is  that  true? — A.  That  is  not  true. 

Q.  Then  what  did  Mr.  Lilley  say  to  you  about  WTiting  the  letterH 
A.  He  said  absolutely  nothing  to  me  about  it. 

Q.  You  told  him  a  week  ago  that  you  had  done  it? — A.  Yes 
sir;  I  believe  he  mentioned  it  specially  to  me  after  he  had  seen 
letter;  he  asked  me  if  I  had  written  a  letter,  and  I  said  that  I 
written  a  letter. 

Q.  What  did  he  say? — A.  I  don't  remember  what  he  said. 

Q.  He  said  nothing  that  you  can  remember?     If  he  would  h* 

Erocured  you  to  write  that  letter  under  those  circumstances,  vou 
e  not  have  procured  you  to  write  the  Edinborough  letter  that  Ml 
no  name  at  all  signed  to  it? — A.  I  have  no  opinion  to  offer  upon  thA 
Q.  Are  not  you  in  a  position  to  give  the  very  best  opinion  abofl 
it  ?  You  had  a  right  to  sign  his  name ;  you  had  authority  to  oi 
your  ingenuity,  your  sense,  in  any  way  that  would  benefit  his  intd 
ests,  hadn't  you? — A.   Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  You  were  writing  letters  in  a  way  to  that  extent  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  become  his  agent;  you  were  his  veritable  hand  for 
acts  of  this  kind,  and  your  judgment  was  this  was  a  proper  thing  to 
do  and  in  no  sense  reprehensible? — A.  If  I  had  the  authority  of  Mr. 
Lilley  I  would  undoubtedly  have  signed  it,  but  he  made  expression 
of  his  disapproval 

Q.  Of  what? — A.  He  and  I  disagreed  in  our  opinions 

Q.  About  what? — A.  Of  getting  that  information  from  Mr.  Edin- 
borough.  This  newspaper  man  had  said  he  undoubtedly  could  get  it, 
and  later  told  me  he  could  not  get  it;  thereupon  I  wrote 

Q.  Why  is  it  that  you  fail  to  remember  anything  that  he  said,  and 

when  you  undertook  m  the  name  of  Smith  to  get  this  information 

A.  He  said  nothing  to  me. 

Q.  He  said  nothing  in  condemnation  of  your  act  that  you  can 
recollect  when  you  use  this  false  name  of  Smith  to  get  this  informa- 
tion or  condemn A.  He  was  evidently  busy  about  other  thihgs, 

so  that  he  did  not  take  time. 

Q.  You  think  if  he  had  taken  time  and  reflected  he  would  have 
reprimanded  you,  would  have  repudiated  your  act? — A.  I  have  no 
opinion  to  offer.     I  should  judge  from  what  was  said  in  the  newspa- 

ear  man's  presence  that  he  would  have  done  so  if  occasion  offered. 
e  was  very  busy  at  the  time. 

Q.  He  would  have  done  what? — A.  He  would  have  reprimanded  me. 
Q.  You  only  escaped  a  reprimand  by  his  being  too  busy  to  attend 
to  it? — A.  I  should  imagine  so. 

Q.  You  being  22  years  of  age  plays  no  part  in  the  character  of  the 
reprimand.     I  have  no  further  questions  to  ask  you. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  testified  that  two  Connecticut  newspaper  men — will  you 
give  us  their  full  names  ? — A.  I  can  not  do  that.  I  just  know  them  by 
their  last  names. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  have  any  other  business  here  other 
than  newspaper  work? — A.  Mr.  Wollnia  is  private  secretary  to  Con- 
gressman N .  D.  Sperry. 

Q.  Has  the  other  one  any  work  here? — A.  What  is  the  other  name? 

Q.  You  gave  it  to  us,  you  ought  to  know. — A.  Mr.  Spencer,  whom 
I  pointed  out,  I  believe  he  is  around  the  Capitol.  He  thinks  he  is  an 
officer  of  the  police  force. 

Q.  Both  of  these  Connecticut  gentlemen  are  on  the  pay  roll  of  the 
Government,  are  they  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  about  that.  If  being  in  the 
capacity  of  secretary  is  on  the  pay  roll  of  the  Government,  Mr.  Spen- 
cer undoubtedly  is. 

Q.  Mr.  Webster,  you  have  signed  Mr.  Lilley's  name  sometimes  and 
sometimes  you  have  signed  "Mr.  Smith."  You  signed  the  name  of 
"Jenkins"  to  certain  communications,  did  you  not? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  of  that  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  swear  positively  that  you  have  not  written  a  commu- 
nication on  the  typewriter  and  signed  it  in  typewriter,  with  the  name 
of  S.  A.  Jenkins?— A.  I  do. 

?;.  Do  you  know  who  did  ? — A.  No,  sir. 
he  Chairman.  The  letter  from  Mr.  Lilley  to  Mr.  Goff,  the  letter- 
press copy  that  you  have,  and  Mr.  GofTs  original  letter,  which  you 
said  you  could  produce  here,  are  all  that  the  committee  will  ask  for 
to-night. 
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The  others,  the  production  of  which  the  witness  objected  to.  will 
be  passed  uj>on  later  by  the  committee. 

The  committee  will  now  take  a  recess  until  10.30  o'clock  to-mono* 
morning. 

Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  to-morrow,  FridiT, 
April  24,  1908,  at  10.80  o'clock  a.  m. 
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Select  Committee  Under  House  Resolution  288, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C,  Friday,  April  %b,  1908. 
The  committee  met  at  10.30  o'clock  a.  m.,  Hon.  H.  F.  Boutell  (chair- 
man) in  the  chair. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

TESTIMONY  OF  E.  S.  THEALL. 

E.  S.  Theall,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined,  testified 
as  follows: 

By  the  Chairman  : 

Q.  What  is  your  name?— A.  E.  S.  Theall. 

Q.  Are  you  the  present  clerk  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs 
of  the  House  of  Representatives? — A.  I  am. 

Q.  What  are  those  two  books  you  hold  in  your  hand  ? — A.  These 
are  the  minutes  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  of  the  Fifty-ninth 
and  Sixtieth  Congresses,  for  the  years  1906,  1907,  and  1908. 

Q.  Will  you  leave  those  originals  with  the  committee  for  a  short 
time? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  JOHN  H.  BOTHEHXEL. 

John  H.  Rothermel,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows : 

The  Witness.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  my  attention  has  been 
called  to  an  article  in  the  Philadelphia  Record  in  which  it  is  stated 
that  I  accompanied  Mr.  Olmsted  and  other  Members  of  Congress  to 
New  London.    This  is  the  article : 

Chairman  Boutell  Introduced  another  matter  of  personal  nature.  The  com- 
mittee had  in  its  possession  a  clipping  from  the  Bridgeport  (Conn.)  Standard 
of  March  25,  saying  that  it  was  reported  around  the  corridors  of  the  Capitol 
that  Messrs.  Boutell,  Olmsted,  Rothermel,  and  Rodenberg  left  Washington  the 
day  before  for  New  London,  Mr.  Lilley  being  there  at  the  time,  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  political  Influence  to  bear  on  Mr.  Lilley  to  stop  the  submariue  in- 
vestigation. Of  the  four  persons  mentioned,  Mr.  Boutell  and  Mr.  Olmsted  are 
members  of  the  committee  and  Messrs.  Rothermel  and  Rodenberg  are  Members 
of  the  House.  A  telegram  was  in  the  possession  of  the  committee  dated  March 
24,  sent  to  Mr.  Lilley  on  a  train  returning  from  Connecticut,  by  his  private 
secretary,  stating  that  these  Congressmen  had  bought  tickets  to  New  London — 
the  4  o'clock  train. 

Mr.  Boutell  says  he  would  like  to  know  the  authority  for  this  telegram.  Mr. 
Olmsted  had  left  on  that  day  for  Harrlsburg,  and  he  had  gone  to  Springfield, 
IU.,  to  attend  the  State  convention.  Secretary  Webster  replied  that  his  in- 
formation had  been  furnished  him  by  two  correspondents  of  Connecticut  news- 
Papers. 

1543 
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Not*,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I  have  never  been  in  Xew 
London  in  my  life.  I  never  knew  anything  at  all  about  this  until 
my  attention  was  called  to  it  by  my  friend  and  colleague,  Mr.  Ans- 
berry.  I  simply  want  to  make  this  statement  so  that  there  will  be 
removed  any  wrong  impression,  either  on  the  part  of  the  committee 
or  any  other  Member. of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  say,  Mr.  Rothermel,  for  your  information, 
that  it  was  disclosed  in  the  evidence  yesterday  that  that  report  as 
printed  in  the  Standard  originated  in  the  excited  imagination  of 
Mr.  P.  G.  Wallmo,  clerk  to  the  Committee  on  the  Alcoholic  Liqnor 
Traffic  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  Mr.  Lilley,  or  Mr.  Webster. 

Mr.  Lilley.  If  you  will  trace  that  a  little  further  back,  I  think  yon 
will  find  that  it  originated  in  the  brain  of  Mr.  Angus  Erly.  It  is 
another  one  of  his  little  jokes. 

The  Chairman.  That  does  not  appear  yet  in  the  evidence,  and  I 
am  informing  Mr.  Rothermel  what  appears  in  the  evidence. 

Mr.  Lilley.  If  you  will  follow  it  back,  that  is  where  I  think  it  will 
appear. 

Mr.  Rothermel.  You  do  not  know.  Mr.  Lilley,  of  any  connection 
of  mine  in  this  affair,  do  you? 

Mr.  Lilley.  You  are  correct,  and  you  and  I  are  about  alike  in  thi> 
matter. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  are  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives? — A.  Ye, 
sir. 

Q.  From  Pennsylvania? — A.  From  Pennsylvania,  and  your 
neighbor. 

Q.  You  said  you  had  never  been  in  New  London? — A.  I  have  never 
been  in  New  London. 

Q.  Have  you  tried  to  induce  anybody  to  speak  of  this  investiga- 
tion?— A.  I  have  never  discussed  it  with  anybody. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  any  member  of  the  committee  about  this 
investigation? — A.  No.  sir:  I  have  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  it? — A.  Nothing  at  all,  except 
what  I  see  in  the  newspapers  and  have  heard  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  you  were  on  that  particular  day?— A  I 
can  not  tell  you  that.    The  Record  might  show.    I  have  not  looked. 

Q.  You  were  either  in  Washington  or  Berks  County? — A.  Yes.  I 
have  been  here  nearly  every  day  since  Congress  has  been  in  session. 
I  am  sure  that  I  was  not  with  you  in  New  London. 

Q.  I  did  not  have  the  pleasure  of  vour  society  that  day,  as  I  was 
in  Harrisburg  at  the  bedside  of  my  sick  daughter. 

The  Chairman.  Whoever  originated  it,  the  whole  story  was  a  pure 
fabrication. 

Mr.  Rothermel.  Yes ;  it  must  have  been,  because  I  have  never  been 
connected  with  it  in  any  way,  shape,  or  manner. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  GEORGE  L.  LILLEY— Beramed. 

Hon.  George  L.  Lilley,  on  being  recalled,  on  being  examined,  tes- 
tified as  follows: 

The  Witness.  May  I  make  a  statement  in  regard  to  what  appears 
in  the  Washington  £ost  this  morning?    It  says:  "Early  in  the  day 
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Mr.  Lilley  admitted  that  the  resolution  he  introduced,  which  led  to 
the  investigation,  was  handed  him  by  Mr.  Neff,"  etc.  Of  course, 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  that  in  the  record.  I  did  not  admit  that  there 
is  any  resolution  that  I  have  not  read.  I  think  when  some  one  was 
questioning  me  yesterday  I  was  mixed  as  to  the  documents  which  I 
handed  in  and  the  resolution  when  I  said  I  had  not  read  it.  I  sup- 
posed that  the  question  referred  to  the  document,  and  I  thought  the 
questioner  did  not  have  the  resolution  in  mind. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  You  did  say — at  least  I  so  understood  you  and  I  think  the 
record  will  show — that  House  resolution  264,  about  which  I  questioned 
vou,  was  introduced  by  you  at  the  reauest  of  Mr.  Neff? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
out  I  did  not  intend  to  say  that  I  had  not  read  it  or  had  not  read  the 
other. 

Q.  I  think  you  did  say  you  had  not  read  it. — A.  I  understood  you 
were  referring  to  the  figures  and  the  article  that  I  handed  in  here 
with  the  clause  in  it  which  said  that  these  things  led  up  to  its  intro- 
duction. If  you  had  in  mind  the  resolution,  I  had  in  mind  the  other. . 
Q.  I  do  not  think  there  was  any  confusion  at  that  particular  point. 
House  resolution  264  began  by  saying :  "  Whereas  the  following  state- 
ments have  been  published  in  the  public  press,"  and  you  were  asked 
what  public  press  it  appeared  in,  and  you  said  that  you  did  not 
know. — A.  Oi  course  I  introduced  the  resolution  without  reading  it. 
I  thought  you  were  referring  to  the  document  which  I  handed  in. 

Q.  Did  you  hand  in  any  paper  that  appeared  ? — A.  Oh,  there  were 
several  items;  my  secretary  had  prepared  that,  as  has  been  testified 
here,  in  Mr.  Neff's  office,  with  his  help. 

Q.  Your  House  resolution  264  on  tne  top  of  page  364  begins  thus : 
"  Whereas,  first,  the  following  statements  have  been  published  in  the 
public  press,"  and  then  quoting  from  the  public  press,  "  It  can  be 
readily  seen  that  the  programme  of  the  House  committee  at  this  ses- 
sion proposes  to  pay  at  least  $1,286  per  ton  for  the  submarines  against 
a  reasonable  price  named  by  Mr.  Bowles  of  $7,045.45  per  ton,  or 
$1,476,296.60  more  than  the"  present  builder  said  they  were  worth 
when  he  testified  before  the  committee  in  1902."  I  ask  you  now  what 
press  that  is  taken  from  ? — A.  Why,  there  were  several  press  articles. 
Q.  I  ask  you  about  that  particular  one. — A.  This  resolution  264  I 
told  you  was  handed  to  me  by  Mr.  Xeff.  I  do  not  claim  to  have 
drawn  this  resolution,  but  I  do  claim  to  have  read  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  claim  that  yesterday.     You  disclaimed  it. — A.  I 
did  not  intend  to.    I  thought  you  were  referring  to  the  documents 
which  I  handed  up  here  that  appear  on  another  page.     I  did  not 
understand  your  question  yesterday.     I  thought  you  referred  to  an- 
other matter. 
Q.  When  did  you  read  it  ? — A.  When  he  handed  it  to  me. 
Q.  When  was  that  ? — A.  The  morning,  I  think,  of  the  27th. 
Q.  When  did  you  know  that  he  was  going  to  hand  it  to  you  ? — A.  I 
c*\n  not  say  whether  I  knew  he  was  going  to  hand  it  to  me  or  not 
before  that,  but  my  impression  is  that  a  day  or  so  before  that  we  had 
had  some  talk  about  it. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  again,  on  page  363,  to  your  testimony  before 
this  commitee,  after  handing  in  certain  newspaper  clippings  and  ex- 
tracts from  hearings,  you  say,  "  The  foregoing  facts  and  conditions 
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influenced  me  to  introduce  House  resolution  No.  264."  Now,  I  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  is  not  a  thing  ux  House  resolu- 
tion 264  that  can  be  found  in  any  of  these  newspaper  clippings  or 
documents  that  you  handed  in  and  that  you  say  influenced  you. — A. 
Oh,  the  clippings  are  not  in  the  resolution,  of  course. 

Q.  Nothing  that  is  in  the  clippings  is  in  the  resolution ;  not  a  word. 
But  we  went  all  through  that  yesterday. — A.  There  is  all  this  in- 
formation about  the  boats. 

(}.  I  think  you  stated  yesterday  that  Mr.  Neff  and  Mr.  Webster 
were  working  on  these  figures  on  which  this  resolution  was  founded?— 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  they  were  at  work  upon  it? — A.  No. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  hear  that  they  were  at  work  upon  it? — A. 
I  can  not  give  you  the  date. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  that  they  had  been  working  on  it? — A.  I 
remember  talking  about  it  at  the  time  or  just  before  they  performed 
this  work. 

Q.  Who  sent  Mr.  Webster  to  Mr.  NefTs  office  to  help  prepare  these 
'things? — A.  I  did. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  send  him  there? — A.  I  wanted  the 
information,  and  he  did  not;  have  the  books  in  his  office,  and  Mr. 
Neff  had  the  documents  over  there. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  that? — A.  I  had  been  told  so. 

Q.  By  whom?— A.  By  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  When  ? — A.  I  could  not  tell  vou  the  date.  • 

Q.  Where  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  tell  you  where. 

Q.  How  did  he  come  to  tell  you  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  that.  He 
knew  that  I  wanted  the  information. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  that  he  wanted  you  to  introduce  the  reso- 
lution ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  vou  any  conversation  that  led  up  to  that, 
but  I  know  it  was  talked  about. 

Q.  How  did  he  know  that  you  wanted  the  information? — A.  Be- 
cause he  came  to  me  after  I  had  introduced  my  resolution  asking  for 
an  investigation  and  offered  any  assistance  or  information  that  he 
could  give  and  suggest  through  Senator  Thurston. 

I  told  him  that  if  they  had  any  facts  or  any  information  that  they 
could  give  me,  I  would  be  glad  to  have  them.  I  had  no  doubt  the 
committee  would  be  very  glad  to  have  any  information  they  could 
get. 

Q.  There  had  not  been  any  committee  appointed  then. — A.  Well, 
any  committee. 

Q.  How  long  had  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Neff  been  working  together 
on  this  matter  before  resolution  264  was  prepared? — A.  I  can  not 
give  you  the  dates  at  all. 

Q.  It  must  have  taken  a  week  or  two  to  get  up  the  figures,  didn't 
it? — A.  No;  I  do  not  think  so,  Mr.  Neff  and  Mr.  Webster  can  tes- 
tify to  that :  I  had  no  part  in  the  preparation  of  the  figures. 

Q.  You  knew  that  they  were  at  work  on  them? — A.  I  knew  that 
they  were  going  to  get  them  up — that  is,  Mr.  Webster  was  going  to 
get  them  up.  I  do  not  know  that  I  told  him  to  go  to  get  NefFs 
assistance. 

Q.  I  understood  you  yesterday  that  you  did. — A.  I  say  that  I  don't 
know  whether  I  told  him  to  go  to  Mr.  NefFs  office  or  whether  to  look 
up  the  information  himself. 
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Q.  You  gave 'us  to  understand  yesterday  that  the  first  that  you 
knew  of  this  resolution  was  when  Sir.  Neff  brought  it  to  you  on  the 
27th  of  February. — A.  Well.  I  did  not  intend  to  give  you  -that  im- 
pression.    It  is  the  first  I  had  seen  of  the  resolution  on  the  27th. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  That  is  all. 

The  Witness.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  state  that  I  hope  there  will 
be  no  confusion  between  resolution  264  and  the  original  resolution. 
Resolution  264  was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  getting  information 
from  the  Navy  Department,  and  my  sole  purpose  in  getting  that  in- 
formation was  to  help  this  committee. 

The  Chairman.  The  only  confusion  there  will  be  in  the  minds  of 
the  committee  will  be  confusion  resulting  from  the  evidence.  That  is 
all  the  committee  can  go  by. 

The  Witness.  Well,  my  sole  purpose  in  getting  the  information 
from  the  Navy  Department  was  to  assist  this  committee. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Neff,  you  say,  drew  the  resolution  and  gave  it 
to  you,  and  you  said  on  one  occasion  that  you  introduced  it  without 
reading  it,  at  Mr.  Neff's  request.  This  morning  you  say  that  you  re- 
quested Mr.  Neff  and  Mr.  Webster  to  prepare  the  information.  Then 
later  on  you  say  you  do  not  remember  that  vou  told  your  secretary  to 
get  that  information,  so  if  there  is  any  confusion  it  is  simply  the  con- 
fusion which  is  created  by  the  evidence. 

The  Witness.  Well,  Mr.  Boutell,  Mr.  Neff  handed  me  the  resolution 
and  suggested  my  introducing  it  as  I  had — there  had  been  some  talk 
of  getting  this  information  before  he  handed  the  resolution  to  me. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  you  this  one  question :  What  fair- 
minded  man,  either  on  or  off  this  committee,  reading  this  testimony, 
or  hearing  it,  would  form  any  other  idea  than  that  Mr.  Neff  was  much 
more  interested  in  bringing  out  this  information  than  you,  so  that  if 
there  is  any  confusion  as  to  the  origin  of  the  resolution,  or  what  it  was 
intended  for,  it  is  confusion  that  results  from  the  evidence.  Mr.  Neff 
testifies  that  he  prepared  it ;  that  he  got  the  figures  from  Mr.  Whitney, 
of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company.  You  testify  you  introduced  it 
by  request,  without  looking  at  it. 

The  Witness.  Not  without  looking  at  it.  I  did  not  look  at  the 
figures  or  the  documents  that  went  with  it.  But  in  answer  to  that 
question  I  will  say  that  there  is  no  fair-minded  man  on  the  committee 
or  myself,  or  anyone  else,  that  ought  not  to  welcome  the  information 
that  that  resolution  would  bring  out,  if  it  could  in  any  way  assist  the 
purpose  of  this  investigation. 

Tne  Chairman.  That  goes  without  saying;  that  is  nothing  to  be 
disputed.  This  committee  is  sitting  here  tor  no  other  purpose  than  to 
get  information,  and  as  to  your  suggestion  that  you  wish  to  remove 
any  confusion  in  the  minds  of  the  committee,  that  is  just  what  we  are 
here  for.  There  is  a  good  deal  of  irreconcilable  testimony  which  we 
are  gradually  reconciling,  as,  for  instance,  the  anonymous  communica- 
tions which  we  hope  to  have  unraveled  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of 
this  committee  within  forty-eight  hours.  So  with  other  conflicting 
testimony,  like  that  between  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Simon  Lake,  this  com- 
mittee, without  any  help  from  anybody  else,  finally  unraveled  it 
through  the  witnesses  that  we  subpoenaed ;  that  is  what  we  are  here 
for,  to  give  all  the  information  anybody  will  bring  us  upon  any  perti- 
nent subject,  and  any  confusion  that  results  in  the  evidence  we  shall 
do  our  very  best  to  straighten  out,  and  give  you  and  others  ample 
opportunity  to  complete  it. 
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By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Let  us  call  your  attention  to  some  of  the  difficulties  that  we 
have  had.  Yesterday  you  were  asked  this  question:  "  Q.  Mr.  Lilley, 
will  you  kindly  state  who  prepared  the  resolution  which  you  offered 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  Februarv  27,  1908,  which  is  known  . 
as  House  resolution  2(54,  as  being  the  resolution  a  copy  of  which  was  J 
contained  in  your  communication  of  March  19  to  this  committee, 
published  on  page  264  of  our  record;"  and  your  answer  was,  UA. 
I  will  have  to  inquire  of  Mr.  Webster."  Then  you  were  asked:  *"  Yon 
introduced  the  resolution? — A.  I  introduced  it.  Q.  You  do  not 
know  who  prepared  it  I — A.  I  do  not  recall ;  I  do  not  know,  in  fact." 
That  is  what  you  said  yesterday. — A.  Well,  after  Mr.  Neff  had 
cleared  up  the  situation,  of  course  I  knew  that  he  had  prepared  it, 
but  I  do  not  charge  my  mind  with  this  clerical  work  or  this  office 
work  that  Iwlongs  to  my  secretary  to  do.  I  do  not  think  it  matters 
who  prepares  or  introduces  a  resolution,  if  it  brings  results  and 
throws  light  on  the  questions  we  are  trying  to  get  at. 

The  Chairman.  As  the  chairman  has  said  before,  you,  of  all  other 
witnesses,  will  be  accorded  the  amplest  opportunity  to  make  any 
statement  respecting"  your  evidence  and  any  corrections,  and  the  only 
object  of  the  committee  in  prolonging  its  sessions  is  to  reconcile  the 
conflicting  testimony  and  bring  out  the  full  truth  in  this  investiga- 
tion, and  any  doubt  that  may  arise  from  the  fallibility  of  human 
memory  or  the  fallibility  of  human  evidence  we  will  try  to  remove, 
and  if  anything  is  illustrated  in  this  investigation  it  is  the  fallibility 
of  testimony  of  perfectly  straightforward  men.  So,  if  we  can  aid 
your  memory  through  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Neff  and  Mr.  Whitney 
and  Mr.  Webster,  Senator  Thurston,  or  anyone  else,  you  are  going  to 
have  their  statements  as  well  as  those  of  any  other  witnesses  to  cor- 
roborate you. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  You  said  that  this  was  vour  third  term  in  Congress? — A.  I 
did. 

Q.  Of  what  committees  were  you  a  member  during  your  first 
term? — A.  I  was  on  Territories  and  Expenditures  in  the  Post-Office 
Department. 

Q.  Was  any  member  of  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  in  the  Fifty- 
eighth  Congress  from  your  State? — A.  Mr.  Brandegee. 

Q.  You  paid  no  particular  attention,  not  being  a  member  of  that 
committee  at  that  session? — A?  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  give  any  attention  to  naval  matters  particularly  that 
session  or  that  term  of  Congress  ? — A.  No  particular  attention ;  no, 
sir. 

Q.  Did  you  give  any  more  attention  to  naval  affairs  than  you  did 
to  military  matters  or  the  militia  ? — A.  Why,  yes ;  I  was  rather  mow 
interested  in  naval  affairs,  because  of  the  fact  that  Senator  Brande- 
gee and  I  were  close  friends,  and  he  was  on  that  committee. 

Q.  You  talked  over  matters  with  him? — A.  More  or  less. 

Q.  Did  vou  anticipate  in  the  Fifty-eighth  Congress  becoming  a 
member  of  the  committee  in  the  Fifty-ninth  Congress? — A.  I  cer- 
tainly did  not.  I  did  not  anticipate  Mr.  Brandegee  would  go  to  the 
Senate.     Senator  Piatt  was  living  then. 


HEARINGS   ON    HOUSE    RESOLUTION    2*8.  1549 

Q.  At  that  time  Mr.  Brandegee  was  a  Member  of  the  House  and 
Senator  Piatt  was  a  Member  of  the  Senate  from  Connecticut? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  Senator  Piatt  died  and  Mr.  Brandegee  was  elected  to  suc- 
ceed him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  after  the  Fifty-ninth  Congress  convened  you  then  were 
an  applicant  for  a  position  on  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  During  the  Fifty-eighth  Congress,  before  you  were  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  did  you  discuss  with  Mr.  Brande- 
gee the  subject  of  submarine  matters? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  par- 
ticular conversation  that  I  ever  had  with  Senator  Brandegee  or  any- 
one else.     I  heard  them  discussed  in  a  general  way. 

Q.  You  talked  over  generally  naval  propositions  in  which  you 
were  somewhat  interested? — A.  Not  general  naval  propositions. 

Q.  What  particular  proposition  ? — A.  Perhaps  no  particular  prop- 
osition except  certain  people's  attitude  on  submarines. 

Q.  Then  you  did  have  some  discussion  concerning  submarine  mat- 
ters?— A.  Oh,  no;  no  discussion:  I  do  not  recall  any  discussion. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  by  saying  that  you  did  discuss  the  attitude 
of  some  particular  people  as  regards  submarines? — A.  Why,  I  gath- 
ered from  what  Senator  Brandegee  told  me  at  the  time  that  there 
were  some  people  pretty  active  on  that  committee  in — •— 

Q.  In  favor  of  submarine  legislation? — A.  In  favor  of  submarine 
legislation. 

Q.  Did  that  interest  you  so  that  you  began  to  investigate  the  con- 
dition of  the  submarine  situation? — A.  ^o;  I  did  not  begin  to  in- 
vestigate at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  you  begin  to  look  into  the  submarine  situation  in  any 
way? — A.  Why,  only  as  I  heard  it  commented  upon.  I  knew  about 
the  Lessler  matter. 

Q.  What  did  you  know  about  that? — A.  Why,  I  knew  that  there 

had  been  an  investigation,  and  that  certain  charges  had  been  made. 

Q.  Was  that  a  part  of  a  conversation  that  you  had  with  Senator 

Brandegee  and  others? — A.  It  may  have  been,  and  probably  was 

mentioned,  but  I  can  not  recall  the  conversation. 

Q.  I  do  not  expect  that,  but  in  what  other  subject — who  were  in- 
terested in  submarine  matters,  did  you  inform  yourself  about  at  that 
time? — A.  Why,  I  do  not  recall  any  specific  thing. 

Q.  Did  you  hunt  up  the  old  Lessler  report  and  investigate  to  find 
out  what  the  situation  was? — A.  I  did  not  read  the  Lessler  report ;  no. 
Q.  Did  you  read  the  other  reports  of  the  Navy  Department  con- 
cerning naval  matters  and  the  programme  at  that  time  ? — A.  I  do  not 
recall  that  I  did. 

Q.  So  that  up  to  the  time  you  were  appointed  to  the  Committee 
on  Naval  Affairs,  in  1905,  you  had  given  no  particular  study  to 
naval  matters? — A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  You  had  not  read  these  various  reports  of  Congress  on  naval 
matters? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  particular  report,  outside  of  the 
report  that  came  in  with  the  naval  bill. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the*report  of  Admiral  O'Neil  and  Admiral 
Hichbom  and  Admiral  Bowles,  who  testified  in  190*2,  I  think  it  was, 
on  that  matter? — A.  No,  I  can  not  say  when  I  first  read  those  reports. 
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Q.  Had  you  read  the  hearings  of  the  Naval  Committee  in  1900  on 
the  submarine  matter? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  hearings  of  1901  on  the  submarine  matter!— 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  So,  up  to  that  time  you  had  not  informed  yourself  particularly 
concerning  the  history  of  the  matter  before  Congress? — A,  Only 
from  hearsay. 

Q.  Had  you  informed  yourself  concerning  submarine  matters  by 
reading  the  reports  of  the  naval  bureaus,  the  Bureau  of  Construc- 
tion, the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance?— 
A.  Xo,  sir. 

Q.  So.  up  to  the  time  you  were  appointed  on  the  committee  in 
1905,  your  mind  was  open  to  receive  whatever  came  to  you  on  that 
subject? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  have  any  particular  preconceived  opinion  or 
prejudice  about  submarines,  either  for  or  against  them,  had  you!— 
A.  Why,  I  had  heard  before  that  different  people  express  their 
opinions,  but  I  can  not  say  that  they  had  made  any  deep  impression 
on   me. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  begin  to  learn  or  take  particular  interest 
in  this  submarine  matter? — A.  I  first  began  to  learn  of  them  in  the 
Fifty-eighth  Congress,  but  I  did  not  take  any  interest  in  them  until 
the   Fifty-ninth  Congress.  „ 

Q.  After  you  were  appointed  on  the  committee? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  follow  the  debates  in  Congress,  read  the  debates  in 
the  Senate  and  House,  before  you  were  a  member  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee?—A.  I  listened  to  the  debates  on  the  naval  bill  when  Mr. 
Brande^e  was  on  the  committee. 

Q.  And  manifested  the  interest  that  most  of  us  had  in  an  impor- 
tant and  novel  subject? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  did  not  pursue  the  matter  much  further? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  appointed  in  December,  1905,  as  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Naval  Affairs  to  succeed  Mr.  Brandegee? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  "you  began  your  services  after  the  holiday  recess,  in  Janu- 
ary, 1906?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Up  to  that  time  you  had  given  no  particular  attention  to  the 
subject  of  submarines?  Now,  what  study  did  you  then  begin  to  give 
to  the  subject  of  the  submarine  history  and  legislation? — A.  No  more 
than  would  be  gained  by  the  arguments  and  conversations  and  docu- 
ments on  the  subject. 

Q.  What  documents  did  you  read? — A.  Why,  various  literature 
was  sent  to  us. 

Q.  What? — A.  Showing  the  efficiency 

Q.  By  literature  what  do  you  mean? — A.  It  came  from  either  one 
or  the  other  of  the  two  companies. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  find  out.  You  read  whatever  pam- 
phlets or  statements  or  articles  that  came  from  the  two  companies!— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  official  report"  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
for  the  year  1905? — A.  I  probably  did. 

Q.  On  that  subect.  You  do  not  recall  Mis  designation  of  that  sub- 
ject in  that  report? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  reading  the  reports  of  the  Bureaus  of  Ordnance 
and  Steam  Engineering  and  Construction  on  the  subject  that  year!— 
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A.  I  do  not  recall  any  of  the  reports.  We  read  more  or  less  of  them 
during  the  discussion  of  the  bill,  but  I  could  not  retain  the  contents 
of  them. 

Q.  You  can  not  tell,  now,  what  impression  was  left  on  your  mind 
at  that  time?— A.  Those  reports  did  not  leave  so  much  impression  on 
my  mind  as  things  that  I  saw  and  heard. 

Q.  What  things  did  you  see  and  hear  at  that  time? — A.  I  can  not 
give  you  any  specific  conversations.  But  there  was  a  good  deal  of 
talk. 

Q.  Who  talked? — A.  In  a  way.  I  can  not  name  any  particular 
people.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  talk  in  the  air  then,  and  before  I 
came  to  Congress,  about  the  methods  employed  by  this  company. 

Q.  Who  talked? — A.  I  could  not  give  you  any  specific  conversa- 
tions. 

Q.  Can  you  give  the  name  of  any  person  who  talked  about  that 
subject? — A.  Yes;  I  could  relate  the  name  of  the  Senator,  now  de- 
ceased, from  Connecticut,  but  I  could  not  relate  any  specific  conversa- 
tion with  him. 

Q.  Can  you  remember  the  conversation  with  any  person  living? — 
A.  No,  sir ;  no  specific  conversation. 

Q.  But  the  conversations  that,  as  you  say,  were  in  the  air  at  that 
time  made  a  far  greater  impression  on  your  mind  than  the  official  re- 

r)rts  of  the  navy  officers  and  naval  boards  up  to  that  time  ? — A.  Well, 
don't  know ;  I  would  not  say  which  made  the  greater  impression  on 
my  mind. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  the  reports  up  to  that  time  favored 
the  construction  of  submarines  by  Congress? — A.  Up  to  the  Fifty- 
eighth  Congress? 

Q.  Up  to  the  first  session  you  were  on  the  committee? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  can  not  remember  that? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  of  the  hearings  of  the  Senate  or  House  com- 
mittees or  Senate  or  House  documents  upon  that  subject  up  to  that 
time? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  the  conversations  that  you  had  up  to  the  time  of  the  action 
by  the  Naval  Committee  on  the  first  naval  committee  you  voted  on  in- 
cline vou  to  vote  for  submarines? — A.  Why,  the  recommendations  of 
the  Kavy  Department  had  as  much  to  do  with  my  voting  for  sub- 
marines more  than  any  other  thing. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  the  recommendations  come  to  you  that  affected 
your  judgment?— A.  Through  the  Secretary's  report. 

Q.  And  the  testimony  of  the  officers  before  the  committee? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  you  accepted  their  judgment  at  that  time  and  voted  for 
the  submarine  provision  in  the  act  of  1906? — A.  I  voted  for  the  ap- 
propriation in  1906. 

Q.  You  voted  for  the  provision  a»  it  was  inserted  in  the  naval  bill, 
didn't  you?— A.  Of  $1,000,000,  if  that  is  what  is  in  the  naval  bill,  as 
far  as  I  remember  it;  I  won't  be  certain  about  the  figures. 

Q.  But  you  voted  for  the  $1,000,000  appropriation  ?— A.  If  that  is 
in  the  bill. 

Q.  That  is  what  is  in  the  bill,  and  you  voted  for  that  specific  ap- 
propriation at  that  tinie  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  for  the  conditions  which  accompanied  that  appropria- 
tion?— A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  So  that  whatever  language  was  in  the  bill,  whether  it  was  re- 
strictive or  otherwise,  you  voted  for  it? — A.  It  was  not  restrictive. 

Q.  Such  as  it  was,  you  voted  for  it  ? — A.  Yes,  sir.-  * 

Q.  Did  you  take  part  in  the  discussion  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
on  the  subject  of  submarines? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  give  any  particular  study  then  or  after  that,  after  Con- 
gress adjourned,  during  1906,  relative  to  the  subject  of  submarine 
legislation  and  matters  in  the  Department  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any. 

Q.  So  that,  up  to  the  beginning  of  the  session  of  1907,  you  had  not 
particularly  informed  yourself  on  the  subject  of  submarine  legisla- 
tion more  than  you  have  described  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  session  of  1907,  a  year  ago,  did  you  then,  during  the 
winter,  inform  yourself  particularly  on  the  subject  of  submarine 
legislation? — A.  I  ought  to  have  been  well  informed.  I  had  a  man 
down  here  especially  for  that  purpose. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  to  inform  yourself? — A.  I  listened  to  the 
arguments  before  the  committee  and  in  the  committee. 

Q.  Arguments  by  whom? — A.  Various  people. 

Q.  Who? — A.  I  can  not  give  the  names. 

Q.  Who  did  they  represent? — A.  The  heads  of  the  bureaus. 

Q.  Did  you  read  their  reports? — A.  Some  of  them. 

Q.  Which  ones? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you.  Perhaps  some  parts  of 
them,  and  perhaps  not  of  any  one  of  them. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  of  1906  ?— 
A.  I  would  not  say  that  I  read  it  all.  It  was  before  us  all  the  while 
in  committee.  We  referred  to  it  frequently  during  the  testimony  be- 
fore the  committee. 

Q.  But  you  do  not  recall  reading  the  official  report  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  of  1900? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  particular  part  of  the  report^  of  1906  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  referring  to  submarines? — A.  1  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  and  of  the 
Bureau  of  Construction  of  that  year  with  reference  to  submarines!— 
A.  I  do  not  think  ordnance  has  anything  to  do  with  submarines. 

Q.  The  Bureau  of  Ordnance  used  to  have  charge  of  submarines  at 
one  time,  didn't  it  ? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  any  testimony  from  the 
head  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  in  the  last  two" Congresses. 

Q.  Didn't  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  at  one  time  have  charge  of  the 
subject  of  submarines? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  So  that  you  did  not  keep  particularly  informed  about  the  historv 
and  proceedings  in  the  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department  concerning 
this  matter? — A.  No;  not  in  the  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department 

Q.  And  your  information  came  from  the  testimony  of  these  officers 
before  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  The  things  that  I  read  in  the 
papers  and  documents  that  were  sent,  and  the  reports  that  came  in. 

Q.  What  reports  ? — A.  Of  committees :  testimony  before  the  com- 
mittee. 

Q.  Principally  the  testimony  and  report  of  the  Naval  Committee, 
and  testimony  before  the  entire  committee? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  read,  then,  when  you  voted  on  the  naval  bill  of  a  year  ago 
the  various  Senate  and  House  documents  on  submarine  matters  from 
1900  up  to  that  time?— A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  since  read  those  reports  and  hearings  on  submarine 
matters  in  the  Senate  and  the  House  and  the  bureaus  up  to  this 
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time  ? — A.  I  have  read  more  or  less  of  them,  but  I  do  not  retain  the 
substance. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  for 
1901?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  reported  hearings  for  1900? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  hearings  of  March  28,  1902 ;  do  you  recall 
Admiral  Hichborn,  Caldwell,  and  Simon  Lake's  testimony? — A.  I 
have  read  some  of  those  reports. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  statements  of  Admiral  Melville  and  Admiral 
Bowles? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  In  that  report? — A.  I  can  not  recall  the  dates  of  those  reports. 
Possibly  some  of  them  may  have  been  in  1900.  I  have  read  the  testi- 
mony vou  are  referring  to  now. 

Q.  When  did  you  read  it  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  when  I  first  read 
it.     I  have  read  it  a  number  of  times. 

Q.  How  long  ago? — A.  I  could  not  tell  you  that. 

Q.  Didn't  it  make  impression  enough  on  your  mind  so  that  you  can 
recall  when  you  first  read  it  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  recently,  do  you  think? — A.  I  have  read  it  recently. 

Q.  Can  not  you  recall  when  you  first  read  it? — A.  I  can  not. 

Q.  Was  it  before  or  after  you  voted  on  the  naval  bill  a  year  ago? — 
A.  I  should  say  before. 

Q.  How  long  before  ? — A.  I  could  not  tell. 

Q.  Was  it  before  you  were  on  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  No. 

Q.  It  was  after?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  So  it  was  between  the  time  you  were  appointed  on  the  Naval 
Committee  and  the  time  you  voted  on  the  naval  bill  a  year  ago? — A. 
WTiy,  yes;  I  think  I  read  it  between  those  times,  but  I  wont  swear 
as  to  the  dates  when  I  first  read  those  reports.  I  heard  them  dis- 
cussed before  I  ever  read  them. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  come  to  read  them? — A.  They  were  called 
to  my  attention. 

Q."  Who  called  it? — A.  I  can  not  remember;  probably  by  testimony 
that  came  out  before  the  House  Naval  Committee. 

Q.  Where  did  you  obtain  those  reports  ? — A.  I  can  not  say  where  I 
first  obtained  them. 

Q.  Where  did  you  read  them? — A.  I  can  not  say  that. 

Q.  Did  you  read  in  Washington  or  in  Connecticut  ? — A.  In  Wash- 
ington. 

Q.  Can  not  you  recall  whether  you  read  them  in  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee room  or  at  your  hotel  ? — A.  I  do  not  tfcink  I  read  them  at  the 
hotel. 

Q.  You  probably  read  them  in  the  Naval  Committee  room? — A.  I 
think  I  have  probably  read  them  over  in  the  Naval  Committee  room 
many  times. 

Q.  And  that  is  probably  the  way  you  obtained  your  information 
concerning  those  reports? — A.  That  is  the  way  one  is  apt  to  obtain 
most  of  his  information  in  legislation — from  arguments  in  the  com- 
mittee rooms,  or  their  hearings,  stretched  over  a  period  of  two  or 
three  months. 

Q.  So  that  the  chances  are  that  whatever  information  you  obtained 
from  those  reports  that  I  have  referred  to  you  got  from  hearings 
before  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  after  you  became  a  mem- 
ber?— A.  Very  largely. 
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Q.  Do  you  recall  reading  anything  outside  of  that?— A.  On  sub- 
marines? 

Q.  Yes;  of  these  reports  and  documents:  there  were  a  great  many 
of  them. — A.  Oh,  I  might  have:  I  know  they  have  been  printed. 

Q.  Can  you  remember  any  particular  one  that  impressed  itself 
upon  your  mind? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  of  them  while  you  have  been  at  home  dur- 
ing your  vacation  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  so:  I  do  not  recall. 

Q.  You  would  likely  recollect  if  you  had  taken  any  home  to  study 
them  separately? — A.  I  do  not  recail  any  particular  place  that  I  have 
read  them. 

Q.  You  would  recollect  if  you  had  taken  them  home?— A.  No:  I 
would  not.  I  do  not  charge  my  memory  with  anything  I  read  in  the 
papers. 

Q.  These  would  not  be  in  the  papers.  These  would  be  the  official 
report  of  the  official  who  has  charge  of  this  important  matter. — 
A.  I  do  not  think  I  have  read  those  reports  home.  I  may  have 
looked  through  the  naval  report,  the  volume  there  where  they  are  all 
embodied. 

Q.  The  annual  report  ? — A.  Yes:  I  had  one  on  my  desk  at  home, 
and  I  may  have  looked  into  it  occasionally. 

Q.  But  not  to  study  it  particularly? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  After  you  voted  on  the  naval  bill — you  voted  for  the  provision 
in  the  bill  a  year  ago,  I  think  you  stated? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  So  that  as  long  as  you  have  been  on  the  Naval  Committee, 
during  the  first  term  that  you  were  on  the  Naval  Committee  you  did 
vote  for  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1906  and  the  act  of  1907  as  they 
passed? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  which  one  of  those  was  it  that  you  referred  to  when  yon 
told  Mr.  Taylor.  *'  Franklin,  vour  face  was  before  me  when  I 
voted  r— A.  I  think  that  was  the  first  one,  the  $1,000,000  one.  It 
was  not  large  enough  to  suit  him. 

Q.  And  he  was  interested  in  the  appropriation? — A.  He  seemed 
to  be. 

Q.  Did  he  talk  with  you  about  this  appropriation  from  the  time 
you  went  on  the  Naval  Committee  down  ? — A.  I  think  he  talked  with 
me  before  anyone  else. 

Q.  He  has  always  been  interested  in  these  appropriations? — A.  He 
seemed  to  be. 

Q.  Have  you  changed  your  opinion  as  to  the  value  of  submarine 
boats  from  the  time  you  went  on  the  Naval  Committee  down  to  the 
time  you  voted  last? — A.  Yes,  sir:  I  have  somewhat. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  I  don't  think  they  are  very — I  don't  think 
they  are  perfected.  I  think  they  are  very  largely  in  the  experimental 
stage;  that  it  will  be  some  years  before  we  get  a  submarine  that  is 
valuable  as  a  weapon  of  warfare. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  of  this 
last  year,  1907,  on  the  subject  of  submarines  f — A.  I  can  not  quote 
his  language,  but  I  have  seen  the  report. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  and  the 
Bureau  of  Construction  and  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  on  this  same 
subject?— A.  No,  sir;  not  all  of  it.  Only  as  they  were  before  the 
committee. 


! 


HEAKINGS   Off   HOUSE   BESOLUTION   288.  1555 

Q.  Only  as  the  testimony  from  them  appeared  before  the  com- 
mittee?— A.  As  referred  by  the  board  to  the  committee. 
■  Q.  Do  you  recall  what  was  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  this  year  on  the  subject  of  submarines? — A.  He  recom- 
mended four  boats. 

Q.  Was  this  the  first  time,  and  if  not  when  was  the  first  time,  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  had  recommended  specifically  the  con- 
struction of  submarines  t— A.  I  can  not  tell  you  the  first  time  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  specifically  recommended  the  construction 
of  submarines. 

Q.  Wasn't  this  year  the  first  time? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  think  that  there  was  a  recommendation  in  the  report  of 

1906,  do  you  ? — A.  I  think  so.  I  think  there  was  a  difference  of  opin- 
ion as  to  the  number  between  the  board  and  the  Secretary  one  year. 

Q.  And  your  own  opinion  has  changed  to  the  extent  of  less  and  less 
believing  in  the  advantage  of  having  submarines;  is  that  it? — A. 
Well,  I  believe  that  a  few  submarines  for  experimental  purposes  are 
all  right  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  Department  wanted 
them — if  they  had  thought  they  ought  to  have  them.  I  have  always 
been  willing  to  bow  to  their  superior  technical  knowledge  and  skill. 

Q.  Then  if  the  Department  did  not  recommend  them  you  did  not 
feel  inclined  to  vote  for  them? — A.  I  would  not  have  voted  for  any 
this  year  without  the  recommendation  of  the  Department. 

Q.  How  about  previous  years? — A.  I  won't  attempt  to  remember 
what  the  Secretary  recommended — the  number  of  amounts  in  pre- 
vious years. 

Q.  If  the  Secretary  had  not  recommended  in  1906  or  for  the  bill  of 

1907,  and  yet  you  had  voted  for  submarines,  then  you  would  not  have 
followed  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy? — A.  I 
might  still  have  followed  the  recommendation  of  the  General  Board. 
My  impression  is  there  was  a  divergence  of  opinion  one  year  between 
the  General  Board  and  the  Secretary. 

Q.  So  that  you  did  not  invariably  follow  the  opinion  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  ? — A.  I  would  not  say  that  I  did  not  invariably 
follow  his  opinion,  because  I  might  not  invariably  follow  anyone's 
opinion,  but  I  might  yield  my  judgment  somewhat  to  a  person  with 
more  expert  opinion. 

Q.  What  expert  opinion  did  you  follow  in  1906  when  you  voted? — 
A.  I  can  not  tell  you.  I  do  not  claim  that  the  reason  I  voted  for  sub- 
marines was  because  the  Secretary  might  recommend  them,  but  that 
would  have  something  to  do. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  report  of  the  Board  on  Construction  in  1906 
upon  that  subject? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  they  recommended  this  specific 
item  which  you  voted  for  in  reference  to  submarines? — A.  In  1906, 
I  think,  was  the  time  when  an  attempt  was  made  to  shut  out  competi- 
tion, and  Mr.  Vreeland  made  a  very  able  argument  before  the  com- 
mittee which  resulted  in  the  committee  giving  it  over  into  his  hands 
and  Mr.  Mudd's,  I  think,  to  fix  it  up  according  to  the  ideas  that  had 
been  expressed  by  Mr.  Vreeland,  although  I  think  the  idea  originated 
with  Mr.  Mudd,  but  Mr.  Vreeland  made  the  argument,  which  per- 
mitted competition. 
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Q.  Did  you  follow  the  recommendation  of  the  naval  bureaus  and 
the  boards  or  the  argument  of  these  gentlemen  in  the  committee  in 

J  tout  action  ? — A.  Well,  the  argument  in  tfie  committee  probably  fd- 
owed  their  report,  whatever  it  was — I  can  not  say  about  that 

Q.  You  can  not  tell  whether  you  followed  the  recommendation  of 
the  technical  officers  of  the  Navy  or  not  ? — A.  I  can  not  say  that  I 
voted  for  the  exact  amount  or  number  of  boats  that  they  asked  for. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember,  as  you  stated,  the  recommendations  of 
the  two  boards,  the  General  Board  and  the  Board  on  Construction,  a$ 
to  submarines  for  the  bill  of  1907? — A.  No,  sir;  I  would  not  remem- 
ber it.    I  would  not  be  apt  to  remember  it. 

Q.  Now,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  as  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  for  the  year  1906  shows,  there  is  no  recommendation  for  sub- 
marines by  either  the  General  Board  or  Board  on  Construction.  On 
page  26  of  the  report  appears  a  recommendation,  which  does  not  con- 
tain any  item  for  submarines.  Now,  in  view  of  the  situation,  what  in- 
duced you  to  vote  for  the  submarine  appropriation  of  that  year!— A. 
Whose  report  have  you  quoted  from  ? 

Q.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  for  the  year  1906? — A.  Have  you  the 
reports  from  the  other — notwithstanding  this  report,  the  Secretaiy 
of  the  Navy  or  some  of  the  heads  of  the  bureaus  may  in  arguments 
before  the  committee  have  recommended  submarines. 

Q.  That  is  what  we  want  to  find  out.  What  was  said  and  done  by 
any  officer  of  the  Navy  Department  outside  of  their  reports?— A.  1 
could  not  tell  you. 

Q.  Then  the  hearings  did  influence  you? — A.  I  could  not  tell  voo 
that. 

Q.  You  can  say  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  there  was  no  report  by  any 
one  of  the  bureau  officers  ? — A.  There  was  one  thing  that  always  in- 
fluenced me,  and  that  was  that  there  seemed  to  be  a  clique  in  the  com- 
mittee that  were  always  striving  to  get  the  utmost  amount  of  money 
appropriated  for  submarines,  and  the  very  largest  number  that  it 
was  possible  to  obtain,  and  my  impression  is  that  the  others  who  did 
not  think  that  they  were  as  effective  a  weapon  of  warfare  as  they  were 
said  to  be,  tried  to  keep  the  amount  down,  and  in  both  of  those  years, 
if  I  recall  it,  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  compromise,  and  the  smaller 
amount 

Q,  Are  you  sure  that  you  always  voted  for  the  smallest  amount?— 
A.  Well.  I  can  not  recall  what  my  votes  have  been,  but  my  impression 
is  that  we  in  one  of  those  years  started  in  at  a  certain  point  to  appro- 
priate a  certain  sum  of  money,  and  that  was  lost,  and  then  a  new  mo- 
tion was  made  until  this  particular  motion  carried,  and  it  was  voted 
for  for  fear  it  would  be  larger. 

Q.  But  you  always  voted  for  the  appropriation  for  submarines, 
substantially  as  it  came  from  the  committee,  did  you  not? — A.  Voted 
for  the  appropriation  in  the  House  as  it  came  from  the  committee? 

Q.  No ;  you  voted  in  the  committee. — A.  Substantially  as  it  came 
from  the  committee. 

Q.  From  the  committee. — A.  Yes,  sir ;  until  this  year. 

Q.  Although  up  to  this  year  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the 
General  Board  and  the  Board  of  Construction  never  had  specifically 
recommended  construction  of  any  one  of  them  ? — A.  I  would  not  say 
that. 
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Q.  The  report  shows  it,  does  it  not? — A.  Well,  the  testimony  be- 
fore the  Naval  Committee  would  show  it. 

Q.  They  show  that  these  boards  changed  their  opinion  between  the 
day  they  made  their  report  as  required  by  law? — A.  Not  necessarily. 
Perhaps  submarines  had  never  been  mentioned  until  this  year,  and 
there  has  always  been  more  or  less  argument  before  the  committee 
on  it. 

Q.  I  think  vou  are  right  that  these  officers  of  this  year  had 
not  recommended  in  their  former  reports  any  submarines;  I  think 
that  is  right,  so  that  whatever  testimony  or  official  statements  they 
made  are  contained  in  testimony  before  that  committee;  is  that  it? — 
A.  I  won't  saj'  that  is  it.  If  you  say  that  is  it,  I  will  assume  that 
you  know. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  of  your  own  knowledge,  then? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
would  not  swear  to  that  statement,  although  if  you  say  it  is  so 

Q.  Then  what  report  do  you  know  of  with  which  you  are  familiar 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  or  of  these  various  bureaus  before  this 
year  making  recommendation  for  submarines? — A.  I 'can  not  tell 
you. 

Q.  Did  you  read  them  and  not  find  out  ? — A.  Most  of  the  reading 
of  those  reports,  as  you  probably  very  well  know,  is  done  when  the 
men  from  the  different  heads  come  before  the  committee.  1  doubt 
whether  ever  a  member  of  that  committee  has  ever  read  those  annual 
reports. 

Q.  Did  you  object  yourself  to  any  of  the  submarine  legislation  of 
1906  and  1907  on  the  ground  that  the  naval  officers  had  not  recom- 
mended them  in  their  reports? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you,  Mr.  Stevens, 
what  occurred  in  those  years.  I  know  that  I  was  not  very  favorable 
to  submarines  and  that  there  were  a  certain  number  of  gentlemen  on 
the  committee  that  would  have  liked  to  have  had  very  much  larger 
appropriations  and  a  very  much  larger  number,  but  I  can  not  give 
you  any  specific  conversation  or  tell  you  just  what  was  in  my  mind 
at  that  time  or  just  what  the  things  were  that  moved  me  to  vote  at 
that  time  for  those  particular  amounts. 

Q.  But  you  did  vote  for  those  two  bills  at  that  time? — A.  I  did. 

Q.  After  the  act  of  1907  was  passed  did  you  give  any  further  study 
to  submarine  legislation  or  submarine  matters  in  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment until  this  controversy  came  up  between  the  Lake  Company  and 
the  Electric  Company? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  seek,  then,  to  study  these  various  reports  and  the 
history  of  these  matters  ? — A.  I  did  not  even  seek  to  study  the  trials, 
and  do  not  know  yet  what  the  report  is  on  it  down  at  Newport  last 
June. 

Q.  Have  you  not  read  the  report  of  that  Marix  board  ? — A.  I  have 
not. 

Q.  Did  you  not  read  the  report  of  the  bureau  officers  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  present  session  of  Congress? — A.  I  did  not  read  them. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  at  the 
beginning  of  the  present  session  of  Congress,  1907? — A.  Only  as  I 
have  told  you. 

Q.  Then  you  did  not  read  it  particularly? — A.  No,  sir;  I  recall 
that  the  Secretary  spoke  to  the  committee  about  a  great  many  ques- 
tions that  were  asked  him.  He  said  to  the  committee,  "Why,  that 
is  in  my  report ;  you  probably  read  my  report."  There  was  not  any- 
one in  the  committee  that  spoke  up  and  said  they  had.    I  do  not  be- 
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lieve  those  reports  are  generally  read,  except  as  they  are  used  for  ref- 
erence when  the  heads  of  the  bureaus  come  before  the  committee  to 
testify  as  to  their  requirements. 

Q.  So  that  you  did  not  read  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  for  the  year  1907  ? — A.  Not  in  full,  except  as  he  was  before  the 
committee. 

Q,  So  that  you  did  not  read  up  this  subject  of  submarine  legislation 
or  submarine  matters  before  the  Department  ? — A.  I  read  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  on  submarine  legislation. 

Q.  Yes ;  but  did  you  read  his  statement  in  his  report,  contained  in 
pages  from  12  to  15,  inclusive,  on  the  subject  of  submarine  matters, 
of  this  last  report  of  1907  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having  read  it  in  full, 
unless  it  was  read  before  the  committee. 

Q.  Whatever  study  you  gave,  then,  to  the  matter,  were  the  argu- 
ments and  reading  the  discussions  before  the  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs? — A.  Principally. 

Q.  How  much  outside  of  that? — A.  Oh,  I  have  read  more  or  less 
reports.         * 

Q.  What  ones? — A.  I  do  not  specify  any  particular  one  or  any 
particular  year,  but  the  principal  part  of  "our  knowledge  in  naval 
affairs  Jias  come  from  the  heads  of  the  Departments  as  they  have  tes- 
tified before  the  committee  and  in  visiting  the  yards  and  docks. 

Q.  Now,  the  naval  bill  was  acted  on  by  the  committee  this  year  on 
the  10th  day  of  February,  1908,  was  it?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  up  to  that  time*  had  you  read  any  of  these  various  report? 
and  the  statement  of  hearings  any  more  than  you  have  indicated?— 
A.  No  more  than  I  have  indicated. 

Q.  Then,  what  did  you  mean  by  your  testimony  before  this  com- 
mittee on  page  18,  in  which  you  state — it  may  be  page  38  there- 
near  the  top  of  the  page,  "  Just  prior  to  my  appointment  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Naval  Committee  I  had  familiarized  myself  with  the  in- 
vestigation conducted  by  the  Naval  Committee  on  the  charges  made 
by  Representative  Lessler,  that  $5,000  had  been  offered  him  by  an 
attorney  representing  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  influence  hi* 
action  as  a  member  of  the  said  Naval  Committee.  This  investigation 
resulted  in  what  might  be  termed  a  '  Scotch  verdict '  of  not  proven. 
I  also  familiarized  myself  with  former  investigations  of  the  Naval 
Committee  of  this  same  subject-matter  and  all  the  discussions  upon 
the  floor  of  the  House  in  relation  thereto."  Now,  what  did  you  mean 
by  that? — A.  I  meant  just  what  it  says. 

Q.  Now,  you   stated  that  you   had   familiarized   yourself A. 

With  the  Lessler  investigation. 

Q.  Yes;  now  what  have  you  done? — A.  I  was  down  here  when  it 
was  going  on. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  the  hearings? — A.  No,  sir;  but  I  was  intimate 
with  a  man  who  did,  who  was  on  the  committee. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  ? — A.  No ;  I  did  not  read  the  report. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  oecame  of  the  report? — A.  I  have  been  toM 
that  the  report  was  never  acted  upon. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  way  you  familiarized  yourself  with  the  Lessler 
investigation,  was  it? — A.  Yes,  sir;  with  conversations  and  talk  with 
people  who  were  familiar  with  it. 

Q.  And  that  is  all  ? — A.  I  had  never  read  that  report  in  full :  I  had 
read  parts  of  it. 
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Q.  So  that  when  you  make  this  statement  to  this  committee  that  you 
had  familiarized  yourself,  that  this  investigation  resulted  in  what 
might  be  termed  a  "  Scotch  verdict "  of  not  proven,  and  that  the  re- 
port had  never  been  filed,  you  did  not  know  of  your  own  knowledge 
about  those  things? — A.  Why,  I  had  familiarized  myself  by  getting 
the  information  from  people  who  did  know. 

Q.  Who  was  it  you  talked  with  ? — A.  I  talked  with  various  people 
that  I  met  at  the  time. 

Q.  Well,  who? — A.  I  do  not  recall  the  people;  that  would  be  im- 
possible. 

Q.  Can  not  you  tell  what  your  source  of  information  was  by  which 
you  familiarized  yourself? — A.  I  would  not  attempt  to  remember  con- 
versations I  had  with  people  five  or  six  years  ago. 

Q.  But  you  came  before  this  committee  and  under  oath  testified 
that  you  had  familiarized  yourself? — A.  I  know  it  was  enough  to 
impress  me  what  the  real  facts  in  the  case  were — that  Mr.  Lessler 
claimed  to  have  been  offered  $5,000  through  Doblin. 

Q.  That  is  what  we  want  to  find  out.  What  we  wanted  to  find  out 
was  just  how  you  obtained  your  familiarity,  as  you  testified  before  this 
committee  that  you  had  become  familiar. — A.  I  obtained  it  by  coming 
in  contact  with  people  who  knew,  and  I  was  here  at  the  time. 

Q.  So  by  the  terms  you  state  here  you  swear  before  us  that  you  had 
familiarized  yourself  with  the  investigation.  By  that  you  mean  that 
you  had  talked  with  various  people  more  or  less? — A.  And  I  have 
read  some  of  the  Lessler  reports,  and  furthermore  it  was  all  in  the 
newspapers  at  the  time. 

Q.  Did  you  do  that  before  you  were  a  member  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  to  the  extent  that  you  were  familiar  with  the  re- 
port?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now.  in  what  way  had  you  familiarized  yourself  with  former 
investigations  of  the  Naval  Committee  on  this  same  subject-matter 
and  all  the  discussions  upon  the  floor  of  the  House  in  relation 
thereto? — A.  Well,  that  does  not  refer  to  former  investigations  of  the 
Lessler  matter. 

Q.  No;  it  refers  to  this  same  subject-matter.  Now,  just  tell  us  in 
what  way  you  familiarized  yourself  with  former  investigations  of  the 
Naval  Committee  on  this  same  subject-matter  and  all  discussions  upon 
the  floor  of  this  House  in  relation  thereto. — A.  Why,  that  does  not 
refer  to  investigations  of  that  nature. 

Q.  No:  it  refers  to  the  subject-matter  of  submarine  legislation,  I 
presume;  it  is  your  own  language. — A.  The  subject-matter  of  legisla- 
tion on  submarines. 

Q.  You  know  what  your  own  language  means  ? — A.  I  familiarized 
myself  with  the  subject-matter  of  legislation  on  submarines  in  exactly 
the  same  way. 

Q.  By  conversations  with  various  people? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  no  more  than  you  outlined  to  us  in  your  examination  this 
morning? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  we  are  to  understand  that  up  to  the  time  this  resolution 
^as  drawn  by  you  and  this  investigation  began  your  information  on 
these  subjects  as  testified  by  vou  is  comprised  within  the  scope  already 
stated,  that  you  have  testified  to  this  morning? — A.  Yes,  sir;  and 
things  that  have  come  under  my  observation. 
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Q.  In  what  way  ? — A.  The  charges  that  I  made  of  the  employment 
of  lawyers  in  various  parts  of  the  country  and  pretense  of  influence 
to  get  men  on  the  committee  and  circulate  literature. 

Q.  Yes;  we  will  come  to  those  things  gradually. — A.  And  getting 
excessive  prices  for  goods. 

Q.  So  iar  as  your  knowing  the  history;  that  is  as  far  as  we  have 
got  now — so  far  as  your  knowing  the  history  of  this  submarine  legis- 
lation in  Congress  before  the  Department,  you  have  given  us  the  ex- 
tent and  the  basis  of  your  knowledge? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  as  to  this  matter  of  employing  attorneys.  When  did  yon 
find  out  first  that  attorneys  were  being  employed  by  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  ? — A.  The  first  year  I  was  on  the  committee  was  the 
first  time  I  had  any  experience  with  that. 

Q.  That  was  Mr.  Kellogg,  was  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Without  attempting  to  go  over  that  matter,  have  you  anything 
to  add  to  that  ? — A.  \o,  sir. 

Q.  What  next  did  you  learn  about  the  employment  of  attorneys  by 
this  company?  What  other  attorney  did  you  next  learn  that  ther 
employed? — A.  Oh,  I  can  not  tell  you  wThat  next  one  they  employed 

Q.  You  learned  about  Mr.  Kellogg  two  years  ago? — A.  Yes:  and 
I  learned  there  were  a  number  of  others  scattered  around  at  different 
places. 

Q.  What  others? — A.  One  in  Michigan  and  one  in  Texas. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  learn  about  that  one  in  Michigan? — A.  A 
year  or  two  ago. 

Q.  Well,  now,  how? — A.  I  do  not  recall  who  the  first  person  was 
that  told  me. 

Q.  Wlien  did  you  first  learn  about  that? — A.  I  could  not  tell  ex- 
actly, but  some  time  within  a  couple  of  years. 

Q.  Did  that  attorney  talk  to  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  talk  to  any  other  member  of  the  committee?— 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  appear  before  the  committee  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  any  members  of  the  committee  tell  you  that  he  had  been 
employed? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  1>Vell,  nowT,  when;  who  and  when? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  the 
date. 

Q.  No,  but  about  when? — A.  Sometime  within  a  year. 

Q.  And  about  what  time? — A.  Well,  Mr.  Loud  told  me  on  the 
trip  that  we  were  on  this  last  summer,  and  I  can  not  tell  when  Mr. 
Foss  told  me.    • 

Q.  First,  what  did  Mr.  Loud  tell  you  ? — A.  Mr.  Loud  told  me  that 
they  had  employed  one.    • 

0-  Do  you  remember  the  conversation  that  Mr.  Loud  had  at  that 
time?  Exactly  what  information  did  you  get  from  Mr.  Loud  at  that 
time? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  tell  the  exact  information;  I 
would  not  attempt  to. 

Q.  Well,  now,  you  can  tell  us,  about  as  near  as  you  can  recollect, 
what  information  you  got  from  Mr.  Loud  on  that  trip. — A.  Mr.  Loud 
spoke  of  it  twice  on  that  trip. 

Q.  Well,  now,  what  did  he  say — as  near  as  you  can  recall  ? — A.  We 
were  discussing  submarines,  and  the  argument  was  more  or  less 
heated,  and  I  made  the  statement  that  they  were  employing  attorneys 
in  Members'  districts. 
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Q.  Now,  what  was  your  basis  for  that  statement  at  that  time  ? — A. 
I  had  heard  that  there  was  a  man  in  Loud's  district  before  then. 

Q.  In  what  way  had  you  heard  that  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  when 
I  first  heard  of  it,  when  he  first  told  me. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  me  how  long  before  this  talk  with  Mr.  Loud  you 
heard  about  it? — A.  No,  I  can  not. 

Q.  Did  you  know  about  it  when  you  voted  for  the  appropriation 
bill  of  1907? — A.  I  am  not  sure  whether  I  knew  about  it  before  then, 
but  I  think  about  that  time. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  it  come  to  you? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  who 
told  me  first;  I  did  not  know  the  man's  name;  I  simply  knew  that 
there  was  a  man  out  there.  The  first  time  I  got  his  name  was  some 
time  after  I  introduced  the  resolution. 

Q.  So  can't  you  recall  in  any  way,  as  best  you  can,  to  refresh  your 
recollection,  whether  you  had  heard  about  this  employment  of  this 
attorney  in  Michigan  at  the  time  the  1907  naval  bill  was  considered 
in  your  committee? — A.  I  could  not  give  you  the  date  that  I  first 
learned  of  it. 

Q.  Can  you  not  recall  in  what  way  this  news  came  to  you? — A. 
No,  I  can  not ;  not  when  it  first  came  to  me.  * 

Q.  Do  you  not  know  whether  it  came  by  means  of  a  conversation 
or  a  letter? — A.  It  probably  did  come  by  means  of  a  conversation, 
because  I  had  no  letter. 

Q.  Can  you  not  recall  with  whom  you  had  the  conversation  ? — A.  I 
can  not  recall  who  was  the  first  person  that  gave  me  any  information 
about  it. 

Q.  When  you  came  to  discuss  the  matter  with  Mr.  Loud  did  he 
bring  up  the  subject  to  you,  or  you  bring  it  up  with  him? — A.  We 
were  discussing  submarines. 

Q.  Well,  now,  what  did  he  say ;  who  first  broached  the  subject  of 
the  employment  of  attorneys  in  Michigan? — A.  At  that  time  Mr. 
Loud  did.  I  said  there  were  being  attorneys  employed,  but  I  did  not 
mention  Michigan  or  his  district. 

Q.  Yet  you  knew  him  at  that  time? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  did. 

Q.  You  and  Mr.  Loud  were  quite  friendly,  were  you  not  ? — A.  We 
are  now. 

Q.  You  were  at  that  time? — A.  No  more  so  than  now. 

Q.  But  you  were  friendly  enough  so  that  you  talked  over  matters 
in  relation  to  the  committee  and  your  personal  relations  thereto  with 
each  other? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  knew  an  attorney  was  employed  in  his  district  and  sug- 
gested nothing  to  your  friend  about  it  ?— A.  I  did  not  care  to  mention 
it  to  him ;  I  should  not  have  mentioned  it  to  him  then  if  he  had  not 
spoken  about  it. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  he  say  ? — A.  I  have  testified  that  his  testimony 
was  substantially  correct. 

Q.  That  Mr.  Loud's  testimony  was  correct  ?-r-A.  Substantially  cor- 
rect at  the  time  Mr.  Vreeland  referred  to ;  I  think  it  was  Mr.  Vreeland. 

Q.  And  you  have  nothing  to  add  to  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  information  that  came  to  you  at  that  time 
with  the  two  conversations  with  Mr.  Loud  on  that  trip  on  the  subject 
of  an  attorney  being  hired  in  Michigan? — A.  That  was  the  first  in- 
formation that  came  to  me. 
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Q.  I  am  speaking  about  what  information  you  got  from  Mr. 
Loud? — A.  les,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  all  the  information  you  got  from  Mr.  Loud  at  i 
that  time,  that  he  has  already  testified  to? — A.  That  was  practically 
all ;  that  was  one  of  the  conversations.     I  would  not  like  to  swear  that 
that  wavS  all  that  was  said  by  Mr.  Loud  and  I  at  any  time. 

Q.  If  there  was  any  more,  will  you  not  state  it  to  us? — A.  WelLat 
one  of  those  conversations  Mr.  Loud  said  in  response  to  what  I  had 
•  to  say,  that  attorneys  were  hired  in  various  districts,  "Yes,  and  paid 
by  the  piece." 

Q.  Mr.  Loud  said  that  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  on  this  trip  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  sav  to  that? — A.  That  was  just  as  were  leaving 
the  table.  Everyone  else  had  left  the  dining  room  and  going  up  on 
deck. 

Q.  Was  there  any  further  conversation  about  that? — A.  None 
whatever. 

Q.  But  he  did  not  give  the  name  of  that  lawyer  at  that  time!- 
A.  No,  sir ;  no  name  and  no  district. 

Q.  And  he  dich  not  state  any  more  than  was  contained  in  the  addi- 
tional statement  you  have  just  given,  and  that  is  contained  in  his 
statement  on  774? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  hear  about  the  employment  of  this  Michigan 
attorney  ? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  recall  any  other  conversation  with  any- 
one about  a  Michigan  attorney  until  after  the  resolution  was  intro- 
duced. 

Q.  When  was  that  next  after  the  resolution  was  introduced?— A.  I 
should  think — the  resolution  was  introduced  Thursday,  the  20th  of 
February,  as  I  recall  it,  and  I  think  it  was  the  first  following  week. 

Q.  About  as  you  testified  yesterday,  thjen  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  with  Mr.  Cameron,  a  newspaper  man? — A.  He  is 
a  newspaper  correspondent,  and  I  think  that  is  his  name. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Webster  said  that  was  probably  two  days  before  the 
appointment  of  this  committee.  This  resolution  was  introduced  w 
the  20th,  and  Mr.  Webster  recalled  that  about  March  4  or  5  Mr. 
Cameron  came  into  your  office.  Does  that  correspond  with  your 
recollection? — A.  No;  he  came  in  earlier  than  that. 

Q.  How  much  earlier  ? — A.  I  should  say  he  was  in  there  by  the 
24th  or  25th. 

Q.  And  he  was  the  person  who  brought  these  newspaper  clipping8 
for  you  which  you  placed  in  your  testimony,  was  it? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  The  original  issue,  pages  20-21,  from  the  Detroit  News,  two 
clippings  from  the  Detroit  News  ? — A.  I  think  he  brought  those  clip- 
pings in,  but  I  am  not  sure  about  it. 

Q.  Where  else  would  you  have  obtained  them  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Would  you  recall  where  you  got  this  particular  information, 
would  you  not  ? — A.  No :  because  I  got  a  good  niany  clippings. 

Q.  Did  you  get  any  information  from  anybody  else  concerning  this 
man  Gordon  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having  gotten  any  other  informa- 
tion. He  did  not  know  Mr.  Gordon's  initials  at  that  time  that  he  was 
in. 

Q.  How  long  after  did  he  furnish  them? — A.  He  did  not  furni» 
me  with  them.  He  furnished  Mr.  Webster  with  his  initials  after- 
wards. 
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Q.  A  few  days  afterwards? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  So  that  when  you  gave  your  interview  to  the  Washington  Post 
of  Friday,  February  21,  1908,  and  contained  on  page  11  of  the  orig- 
inal print  of  our  testimony,  you  made  that  statement,  page  11,  under 
the  paragraph,  "Adepts  in  lobby  work,"  the  sentence  reading,  "  They 
have  brought  all  sorts  of  pressure  to  bear  on  individual  Members,  and 
even  candidate^  have  been  brought  into  the  field  to  contest  the 
nomination  of  Members  who  have  opposed  the  company's  policy." 
Do  you  recall  that  sentence  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  sentence  had  reference  to  this  man  Gordon's  relations 
with  Mr.  Loud,  had  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  he  testified  that  Mr.  Loud  had  not  told  you  anything 
concerning  this  fact  that  Mr.  Gordon  had  been  brought  in  to  con- 
test his  nomination.  Where  did  you  get  that  information? — A.  That 
information  did  not  come  to  me  from  Mr.  Loud. 

Q.  Where  did  it  come  from? — A.  It  came  from  another  member  of 
the  Naval  Committee. 

Q.  Who?— A.  Mr.  Foss. 

Q.  When  did  Mr.  Foss  tell  you  that? — A.  About  a  year  ago;  a 
little  more,  perhaps. 

Q.  That  was  in  the  spring  of A.  I  won't  be  positive  about  that, 

but  it  was  before  Mr.  Loud  had  said  anything  to  me  about  it. 

A.  I  won't  eb  positive  about  that,  but  it  was  before  Mr.  Loud  had 
said  anything  to  me  about  it. 

Q.  Now,  what  was  the  occasion  of  Mr.  Foss  telling  you  that? — 
A.  We  were  discussing  the  submarines  and  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany and  their  methods. 

Q.  Where? — A.  I  do  not  recall. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  this? — A.  He  said  that  he  had  heard 
that  they  had  a  candidate  out  in  Mr.  Loud's  district. 

Q.  What  else  did  he  say? — A.  That  is  about  all  he  said;  I  do  not 
recall  the  exact  conversation. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  exactly  where  it  occurred? — A.  It  was 
either  in  the  committee  room  or  on  the  Dolphin,  I  am  not  sure  which. 

Q.  Was  it  about  the  time  that  you  had  this  conversation  with  Mr. 
Loud  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  it  was  before  or  after? — A.  It  was 
before. 

Q.  Was  that  the  source  of  the  information  that  you  originally 
possessed  concerning  this  matter? — A.  That  was  one  of  the  sources. 

Q.  So  that  you  knew  this  at  the  time  you  talked  to  Mr.  Loud?— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  mention  it  to  him  ? — A.  No,  sir ;  I  would  not 
mention  it  to  him. 

Q.  And  he  did  not  mention  it  to  vou  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  what  other  information  have  you  concerning  this  particu- 
lar paragraph  in  the  Washington  Post;  any  other? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
have  not  read  the  paragraph  yet.  Let  me  see  if  there  is  anything 
else  contained  in  it.  [Examining  article.]  No,  sir;  I  have  nt>  other 
information  on  that  paragraph. 

Q.  Now,  after  the  resolution  was  introduced  on  the  20th  clay  of 
February,  what  did  you  first  do  to  secure  information  to  lay  before 
this  committee? — A.  Why,  I  did  not  do  anything  until  after  Mr. 
Neff  came  to  stee  me  and  wanted  to  know  if  they  could  give  me  any 
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information.    He  wanted  to  know  what  information  I  had  and  spoke 
to  me  once  or  twice  about  that. 

Q.  What  did  you  tell  him  ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  exactly  what  I  told 
him.  I  told  him  I  thought  I  had  sufficient  to  warrant  this  investiga- 
tion. 

Q.  Well,  now,  fell  us  just  what  information  you  had.— A.- 1  haTt 
testified  to  that  in  my  first  hearing;  I  had  not  seen  anyone  before  thiL 

Q.  You  had  not  seen  anybody  before  that  ? — A.  I  beg  your  pardon; 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that;  that  was  some  time  after  the  resolution 
was  introduced.  I  mean  what  information  I  had  is  practically 
embodied  in  that  first  testimony  of  mine  on  the  stand. 

Q.  You  testified  that  you  directed  Mr.  Webster  on  the  13th  of 
February  to  begin  the  preparation  of  the  resolution  of  the  investiga- 
tion ? — A.  Well,  my  impression  is  that  it  was  on  the  12th,  because  I 
left  here  on  the  12th,  and  it  was  just  before  I  was  going  to  the  train, 
as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  It  was  after  the  meeting  of  the  Naval  Committee,  which  met 
and  decided  on  the  naval  programme,  was  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  following  that  ? — A.  It  was  within  a  couple  of  days. 

Q.  Had  you  given  any  consideration  before  that  to  the  resolution 
of  this  investigation? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  had  it  in  my  mind  for  a  long 
time. 

Q.  How  long? — A.  I  can  not  tell  that.  I  certainly  had  it  in  my 
mind  last  summer  when  we  were  on  the  Dolphin. 

Q.  Had  you  conferred  about  it  with  your  colleagues  at  that  time!— 
A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Did  you  not  talk  about  it  on  the  trip  on  the  Dolphin? — A  I 
do  not  know  that  I  said  I  intended  or  was  contemplating  the  intro- 
ducing of  a  resolution ;  I  do  not  know  that  I  made — we  were  talking 
a  good  deal  about  the  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  Did  you  not  at  that  time  rather  intimate  to  your  colleagues  that 
you  would*  cause  an  investigation  of  the  matter,  as  indicated  by  your 
resolution  264,  and  of  the  submarine  methods,  as  indicated  by  your 
resolution  255  ? — A.  I  do  not  recollect  that ;  I  do  not  recollect  having 
made  a  statement  of  that  kind. 

Q.  But  you  did  have  some  consideration  of  these  matters  on  your 
trip  at  that  time  ? — A.  We  talked  about  naval  matters  in  June  and 
another  matter  was  talked  about  which  I  think  was  embodied  in  Mr. 
Hobson's  resolution,  and*  that  was  to  consolidate  the  bureaus  and  try 
and  bring  more  businesslike  methods  into  practice  in  the  navy-yard& 
There  was  a  good  deal  of  talk  about  it. 

Q.  What  particular  persons  did  you  talk  with  on  that  trip  concern- 
ing the  advisability  of  your  starting  an  investigation  ? — A.  I  do  not 
recall  talking  to  anybody  on  the  advisability  of  my  starting  the  in- 
vestigation., 

Q.  Did  you  not  talk  to  anyone  concerning  the  advisability  of  start- 
ing an  investigation? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  conversation  of  that 
character. 

Q.  In  what  way  do  you  connect  in  your  mind  your  trip  with  the 
subject  of  the  investigation? — A.  Oh,  the  subject  of  the  investigation 
has  been  talked  of  way,  way  back  of  that. 

Q.  By  yourself? — A.  No:  I  had  it  in  mind,  but  I  never  have 
talked  about  it. 
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Q.  What  brought  it  into  your  mind? — A.  The  practices  of  these 
people. 

Q-  In  what  way  have  you  observed  their  practices? — A.  The  way 
I  have  stated  here. 

Q.  Nothing  further  than  you  have  stated? — A.  Nothing  further 
than  I  have  stated  here. 

Q.  And  these  practices  have  determined  you ;  when  did  you  make 
up  your  mind  when  first  to  initiate  an  investigation  ? — A.  I  had  not 
fully  made  up  my  mind  when  I  told  the  secretary  to  draw  those  reso- 
lutions; had  not  fully  made  up  my  mind  to  introduce  either  one  of 
them. 

Q.  You  were  considering  it A.  For  a  long  time. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  your  secretary  last  fall '( — A.  I  have  no  recol- 
lection of  talking  to  him  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  have  it  in  your  mind  when  you  voted  on  the  naval 
bill? — A.  I  did  not  have  the  investigation  in  my  mind  until  since 
then. 

Q.  Did  you  not  have  it  in  your  mind  when  you  voted  for  submarine 
legislation  a  year  ago  ? — A.  No ;  I  did  not  have  in  my  mind  to  intro- 
duce a  resolution. 

Q.  Or  that  an  investigation  should  be  had  ? — A.  I  did  not  have  it 
in  my  mind ;  I  do  not  think  I  did,  not  to  the  extent  of  introducing  a 
resolution.  I  had  in  my  mind  that  they  were  doing  things  that  they 
ought  not  to  do,  and  that  the  goods  ought  to  stand  on  their  merits. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  it  come  to  vou  that  they  were  doing  things 
they  ought  not  to  do,  so  that  the  goods  did  not  stand  on  their  merits  ? — 
A.  It  came  forcibly  in  my  own  instance,  in  my  own  case. 

Q.  In  the  Taylor  occurrence  ? — A.  Kellogg. 

Q.  Is  that  the  one  thing? — A.  Oh,  no;  that  is  one  instance. 

Q.  What  else? — A.  Kumors  I  had  heard  for  years. 

Q.  Did  you  at  that  time  connect  Mr.  Taylor  with  the  Electric  Boat 
Company? — A.  Connect  him? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  He  was  one  of  the  men  that  visited  me  in  their  inter- 
ests. 

Q.  Did  he  state  at  that  time  to  you  that  he  was  sent  by  the  Electric 
Boat  Company? — A.  I  do  not  think  that  he  did,  but  I  assumed  that 
he  was,  either  he  or  their  agent,  Mr.  Kellogg. 

Q.  Did  you  seek  to  find  out  from  him  or  Mr.  Kellogg  whether  Mr. 
Taylor  went  there  at  the  instigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  ? — 
A.  No;  I  assumed  it  at  once. 

Q.  What  basis  had  you  for  the  assumption? — A.  I  know  that  he 
was  acquainted  with  them  and  sold  them  goods. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  basis  of  your  assumption  that  he  represented 
the  company? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  inquire  of  either  Mr.  Kellogg  or  Mr.  Taylor 
whether  that  assumption  was  warranted  by  the  facts? — A.  It  did  not 
occur  to  me  for  a  moment  it  was  not  so;  I  believe  it  just  as  much  as 
Mr.  Kellogg  was  employed  or  sent  to  me  by  them. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  seek  to  find  out  whether  that  belief  was  correct 
or  not? — A.  I  did  not  seek  to  find  out  whether  Mr.  Kellogg  was  hired 
by  them  or  not. 

Q.  But  you  assumed,  you  said  before  us  in  your  testimony,  I  think 
the  first  day,  that  the  solicitation  of  a  Member  of  Congress  by  a  manu- 
facturer who  is  expecting  orders  from  an  appropriation  is  a  corrupt 
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and  wrongful  act A.  I  will  say  that  the  party  who  sets  him  on  is 

doing  a  wrongful  act. 

Q.  On  page  23  of  our  hearings  you  place  a  clipping  from  the  Bos- 
ton Herald,  in  which  it  is  stated — page  23  of  the  original,  probably  it 
would  be  33  there — in  which  it  says, k"  In  each  case  the  constituent  has 
been  bribed  to  approach  his  Congressman  in  the  matter  by  the  promise 
of  a  profitable  contract  which  was  dependent  upon  the  passage  of 
the  desired  legislation.  The  evil  of  corruption  was  in  the  transaction 
as  definitely  as  if  the  offer  of  the  bribe  had  been  made  directly  to  the 
Congressman. v  Now,  you  charge  that  Mr.  Taylor  had  been  bribed 
to  approach  you,  and  tnat  he  had  approached  you,  and  that  you  did 
not  seek  to  find  out  whether  that  assumption  was  true,  whether  he  tod 
been  bribed  or  whether  that  approach  to  you  was  wrongful?— A. 
Those  are  your  words,  Mr*  Stevens ;  they  are  not  mine. 

Q.  Isn't  that  a  fact? — A.  I  claim  the  wrongful  part  of  it  is  with 
the  company  that  set  them  on.  I  do  not  charge  that  it  is  corrupt  or 
wrongful  for  a  man  to  try  to  get  business  as  Sir.  Taylor  was  trying 
to  do,  and  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  charged  that  it  is  wrongful  for 
an  attorney  to  take  employment,  but  I  do  charge  that  a  party  who 
does  employ  them,  sets  them  on  to  the  Members  of  Congress,  is  do- 
ing something  wrongful. 

Q.  You  say,  then,  that  Mr.  Taylor  was  all  right,  was  doing  a  laud- 
able act,  seeking  to  influence  you  to  vote  for  submarine  legislation  in 
which  you  did  not  believe  ? — A.  I  would  say  Mr.  Taylor  was  after 
business ;  I  do  not  care  to  make  any  further  comment  on  that  question. 

Q.  But  that  matter  being  concerned  with  which  he  had  a  contra* 
with  the  Electric  Boat  Company  was  doing  an  unlawful,  corrupt  act 
seeking  to  have  him  approach  you? — A.  I  think  it  is  a  wrongful 
practice. 

Q.  It  was  a  wrongful  practice  for  Mr.  Taylor  and  a  wrongful  prac- 
tice for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  go  to  Mr.  Taylor,  is  that  it!— 
A.  I  did  not  use  that  language;  that  is  your  language,  Mr.  Stevens. 
-    Q.  Let  us  find  out  where  the  wrongful  practice  exists.    Mr.  Taylor, 
ou  said,  was  not  adopting  a  wrongful  practice  in  talking  to  you.— A. 

do  not  charge  Mr.  Taylor  with  having  done  anything  wrongful  in 
trying  to  obtain  a  large  order  for  goods,  but  I  do  charge  the  party 
that  set  him  on  to  a  Member  of  Congress  for  that  purpose  is  doing 
something  that  ought  not  to  be  permitted.  If  they  have  got  goods 
to  sell  to  the  Government,  I  think  they  ought  to  sell  them  on  their 
merits  and  at  a  reasonable  price  and  with  competition. 

Q.  Then  let  us  find  out  who  is  wrong  in  this  case.  Mr.  Taylor  was 
all  right  in  approaching  vou  to  seek  you  to  vote  for  submarine  legis- 
lation; that  is  your  position? — A.  I  am  not  making  any  complaint 
against  Mr.  Taylor  in  approaching  me. 

Q.  But  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  was  wrong;  that  their  con- 
duct was  reprehensible  in  getting  Mr.  Taylor  to  approach  you;  is  that 
your  position  ? — A.  That  is  my  position ;  I  think  that  is  wrong. 

Q.  You  had  no  knowledge  or  information  about  that  time  that  Mr. 
Taylor  was  instigated  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  did  you?— ^ 
I  did  not  doubt  it  for  a  minute. 

Q.  But  what  information  had  you  as  to  that? — A.  I  had  no  in- 
formation that  they  ever  paid  Mr/ Kellogg  any  money;  I  have  no  in- 
formation that  they  paid  Mr.  Gordon  any,  except  what  he  testified  to 
the  other  day. 
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Q^  Mr.  Kellogg  testified  that  he  was  an  attorney  employed  for  a 
perfectly  legitimate  and  proper  work. — A.  Mr.  Taylor  told  me  that 
there  was  business  in  it  for  him  if  he  could  get  an  order. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Taylor  told  you  the  same  thing,  did  he  not? — A.  Mr. 
Taylor;  yes,  he  told  me. 

Q.  Now,  you  assumed,  without  seeking  to  find  out,  that  your 
friend  Mr.  Taylor  was  cooperating  with  the  reprehensible  and  wrong- 
ful act? — A.  I  think  he  was  tied  up  with  the  boat  crowd. 

Q.  Did  you  seek  to  find  out  whether  that  assumption  was  well 
founded — whether  your  friend  Mr.  Taylor  was  cooperating  to  con- 
summate a  wrongful  and  reprehensible  act  ? — A.  I  knew  it  as  well  as 
I  knew  the  sun  shines,  in  my  mind  at  the  time. 

Q.  What  was  the  basis  oi  your  knowledge? — A.  The  mere  fact  of 
his  coming  to  me. 

Q.  Was  that  all  the  knowledge  you  had? — A.  Yes;  and  stating 
that  he  would  get  business  from  these  people  if  I  voted  for  it. 

Q.  That  is  all  the  knowledge  you  had  ? — A.  Yes ;  that  is  all. 

Q.  So  far  as  the  rest  is  concerned,  that  was  assumption,  was  it? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  is  there  any  difference  in  Mr.  Taylor  coming  to  you  and 
seeking  a  contract  as  instigated  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or 
you  soliciting  the  Naval  Department  to  award  a  contract  to  the  Lake 
boat  Company  ? — A.  I  believe  that  it  is  perfectly  proper  to  solicit  the 
Navy  Department  to  awnrd  a  contract  to  a  company  where  they  are 
not  taking  any  chances  and  where  the  contract  must  be  better  than 
anything  of  the  kind  afloat,  and  where  the  contract  price  is  leas,  and 
those  things  were  all  embodied  in  that  contract.  They  had  to  build 
a  better  article  at  less  money  at  their  own  risk,  and  the  Department 
is  not  tied  up  or  held  in  any  way,  or  any  money  advanced. 

Q.  Now,  in  what  way  had  you  been  informed  of  those  facts  you 
just  stated  when  you  sent  that  telegram  fnom  Waterbury,  using  the 
word  "  solicited  V  —  A.  I  had  not  been  informed  of  the  facts  at  all, 
but  was  very  glad  to  know  that  the  Department  by  that  ruling  had 
been  placed  in  a  position  where  competition  was  thrown  open  to  them 
and  where  thev  had  a  chance  to  get  value  received  for  their  money. 

Q.  But  without  knowing  anything  about  the  facts  of  what  you 
were  asking  for,  without  becoming  advised  as  to  whether  this  was 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  you  sent  that  telegram  soliciting  the 
contract  for  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat,  did  you  not  ? — A.  At  a  glance, 
Mr.  Stevens,  any  business  man  could  see  that  that  decision  was  bound 
to  result  in  the  saving  of  a  large  sum  of  money 

Q.  I  have  asked  you,  you  sent  that  telegram  without  any  infor- 
mation at  all  as  to  whether  these  facts  you  have  just  stated  were  well 
founded  ? — A.  I  knew  if  there  was  no  competition  that  the  Navy  De- 
partment would  be  at  the  mercy  of  one  company,"  whereas  if  it  was 
thrown  open  to  two  bidders  that  necessarily  the  Department  would 
be  in  a  position  to  drive  a  shrewd  bargain,  and  get  value  received. 

Q.  But  you  knew  from  your  previous  testimony  that  the  Navy  De- 
partment did  not  knowr  enough  to  drive  a  sharp  bargain,  did  you 
not  ? — A.  Well,  they  did  in  this  Lake  contract,  because  it  is  between 
$200  and  $300  a  ton  less  than  the  others. 

Q.  So  that  there  was  a  great  deal  more  wisdom  in  the  same  officers 
between  the  time  they  made  the  Electric  Boat  contract  and  the  time 
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they  made  the  Lake  contract? — A.  They  have  moiv  wisdom  along 
certain  lines,  I  think ;  I  have  fully  stated  that  the  other  day. 

Q.  So  you  are  not  willing  to*  withdraw  that  statement  that  the 
Navy  officers  are  incompetent"  and  ignoi.mt  about  their  business!— 
A.  i'hat  is  your  statement,  Mr.  Stevens;  I  have  never  made  it. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  when  you  sent  that  telegram  did  you  know 
and  consider  anything  about  the  relative  merits  of  these  two  con- 
cerns, at  that  time  that  you  sent  that  telegram? — A.  The  relative 
merits? 

Q.  Yes.  Did  you  not  have  in  mind  the  same  as  nearly  even*  other 
Member  of  Congress  has  in  mind  that  you  wanted  your  constitu- 
ents to  have  a  chance  and  let  them  fight  out  the  merits  before  the  De- 
partment?— A.  I  wanted  open  competition  before  the  Department, 
and  open  competition  for  every  company  building  boats. 

Q.  You  knew  at  that  time  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
claimed  to  be  your  constituents? — A.  Yes,  s»r. 

Q.  And  you  were  seeking  to  do  what  you  could  in  their  interests 
in  a  proper  way,  as  you  have  said? — A.  They  were  seeking  me  to  do 
what  I  could  for  their  interests,  but  I  had  never  gone  out  of  the  way 
specially,  except  in  the  way  of  sending  a  telegram  and  writing  a  let- 
ter. I  know  they  wanted* me  to  come  down  here  the  time  the  dele- 
gation met  from  Bridgeport,  and  I  was  not  interested  enough  to 
come. 

Q.  You  stmt  the  telegram  in  which  you  used  the  language  that 
you  solicited  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  incline  favorably  to  your 
constituents? — A.  That  is  not  exactly  the  way  the  telegram  read 
I  do  not  think.  I  know  that  I  was  in  a  great  hurry  at  the  time  the 
telegram  was  sent. 

Q.  I  think  I  am  using  the  language  of  your  telegram,  you  un- 
doubtedly used  the  word  "  solicited."  You  did  send  a  telegram  ifl 
which  you  used  the  words  "  solicited  the  action  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy." — A.  I  would  like  the  exact  words,  if  I  am  to  answer  the 

?uestion.  I  am  willing  to  say  I  sent  a  telegram  in  which  I  solicited 
or  a  constituent. 

Q.  Did  you  consider  that  wrongful  at  the  time? — A.  I  considered 
it  the  greatest  possible  good  to  the  Department  itself  to  get  that  ap- 
propriation open  to  competition. 

Q.  But  you  cited  it  to  be  reprehensible  and  wrongful  for  another 
concern  which  applies  to  do  the  same  thing  on  their  part  that  yon 
are  doing? — A.  Well,  it  is  not  the  same  thing,  Mr.  Stevens.  I  h*™ 
never  known  the  Lake  Company  to  attempt  to  shut  out  competition 
or  to  attempt  to  get  Congress  to  appropriate  for  an  excessive  number 
of  submarines. 

Q.  Now,  let  us  find  out  about  the  basis  of  that.  Did  Mr.  Tavlafj 
ask  you  to  vote  for  an  excessive  number  of  submarines? — A.  Well,  hej 
was 


Q.  Did  he  or  not  ask  you  ? — A.  He  thought  my  vote  of  $1J 
was  not  as  large  as  it  ought  to  have  been.  . 

Q.  Did  he  make  that  estimate  in  his  talk  with  you  upon  the  fact  of 
business  to  him  or  the  need  of  the  country? — A.  Mr.  Taylor?*         . 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  do  not  think  that  the  needs  of  the  country  *ert 
mentioned  to  me  by  him. 

Q.  So  that  he  did  not  take  that  into  consideraton  in  his  talk  with 
you?— A.  I  do  not  know  what  Mr.  Taylor  took  into  consideration 
He  did  not  mention  that  to  me. 
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Q.  Did  not  mention  it  ? — A.  Not  that  I  recollect. 

Q.  So  that  in  his  talk  with  you,  in  which  he  solicited  you  to  vote  for 
a  large  number  of  submarines  so  that  he  could  get  some  business  out 
of  it  was  all  right,  and  you  soliciting  the  Navy  Department  to  get  a 
contract  for  your  constituent  was  all  right? — A.  There  is  a  vast  dif- 
ference between  the  two  parts  of  that  question. 

Q.  Let  us  finish  the  question.  His  soliciting  you  to  vote  for  sub- 
marines without  mentioning  whether  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the 
country  is  all  Tight;  there  is  no  objection  to  be  made. — A.  I  do  not 
say  that,  Mr.  Stevens;  I  say  that  I  am  not  making  any  complaint 
against  Mr.  Taylor. 

Q.  Let  us. find  out;  do  you  state  that  his  action  was  wrongful? — 
A.  No;  I  do  not  complain  of  his  action. 

Q.  If  it  was  not  wrongful  it  was  right.  You  can  not  deny  that. — 
A.  I  have  said  it  was  not  wrongful ;  I  did  not  consider  it  wrongful 
for  him  to  try  to  do  business. 

Q.  If  it  was  not  wrongful  it  must  have  been  right;  there  is  no 
halfway  business.  Now,  if  it  was  not  wrongful  for  him  to  solicit 
business  with  you,  and  if  it  was  not  wrongful  for  you  to  solicit 
business  for  the  Lake  Company,  in  what  way  was  it  wrongful  for 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  solicit  business  along  the  same  line  ? — 
A.  They  were  not  along  the  same  line,  and  it  would  have  been 
wrongful  for  me  to  have  solicited  business  for  the  Lake  Company  if 
they  had  not  been  building  as  good  or  a  better  article  at  the  same  or 
less  price.  But  I  could  see  at  once,  and  so  wrote  the  Secretary,  that 
if  this  matter  could  be  thrown  open  to  competition  it  meant  a  very 
large  saving  to  the  Government. 

Q.  Then  the  basis  for  your  judgment  as  to  the  wrongful*  action  is 
the  difference  of  opinion  between  what  you  consider  the  Lake  Com- 
pany effort  and  the  Electric  Boat  Company  effort? — A.  I  do  not 
know;  I  can  not  state  the  other  people's  opinion;  I  can  only  state 
my  own. 

Q.  Now,  in  what  way  was  there  competition?  In  what  way  had 
you  in  mind  that  there  should  be  competition  in  awarding  that  con- 
tract to  the  Lake  Company  ? — A.  The  Government  got  a  oetter  boat 
for  less  money. 

Q.  And  where  did  the  competition  come  in? — A.  The  element  of 
competition  was  there  because  they  paid  very  much  less  money — I 
think  over  $200  a  ton  less. 

Q.  That  is  a  matter  of  opinion  that  you  and  I  can  not  settle ;  the 
other  people  claim  it  is  a  good  deal  more  expensive,  and  we  can  not 
settle  that;  but,  however,  isn't  it  a  matter  of  opinion  as  to  whether 
or  not  one  presented  a  proposition  better  than  the  other? — A.  I  do 
not  think  so ;  it  is  right  in  the  contract. 

Q.  You  think  what  one  did  was  entirely  rightful  and  laudable  so 
far  as  the  Government  was  concerned,  and  the  other  is  wrongful  and 
corrupt;  that  is  your  position,  is  it  not? — A.  I  think  the  Electric 
Company  have  indulged  in  wrongful  practices;  I  am  not  talking 
about  this  particular  contract. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  am  talking  about. — A.  I  think  they  got  ex- 
cessive prices,  but  I  am  not  saying  they  are  blameworthy  for  getting 
all  they  can. 

Q.  Now,  I  ask  you  a  particular  question.  You  assert  that  your 
telegram  to  the  Secretary  was  a  laudable  and  proper  thing,  and  you 
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assert  that  Mr.  Taylor's  efforts  with  you  were  not  wrongful  bet  ' 
naturally  proper  and  right,  but  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company  in 
adopting  methods  so  far  as  it  now  appears  not  different  from  those 
that  have  been  adopted  by  you  are  reprehensible  and  wrongful  in 
their  company  ? — A.  There  is  no  similarity  in  the  methods  employed 
by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  Mr.  Taylor's  proposition;  thm 
is  no  similarity. 

Q.  You  consider,  then,  that  Mr.  Taylor's  asking  you  to  vote  fox 
submarines  without  any  limit  or  without  any  consideration  as  to  the 
necessity  of  the  Government,  was  all  right? — A.  I  am  making  no 
complaint  against  Mr.  Taylor. 

Q.  You  asserted  that  it  is  not  wrongful? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  your  soliciting  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Navy  to  award  a 
contract  to  the  Lake  Company  was  all  right  and  not  wrongful! — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  that  where  the  Electric  Company  seeks  to  do  the  same  thing 
it  is  wrongful? — A.  They  seek  to  do  the  same  thing  by  different 
methods.  They  seek  to  cut  our  competition,  and  they  seek  to  get  a 
very  large  excess  profit  on  their  goods,  and  they  seek  to  influence 
Members  of  Congress  in  the  ways  in  which  I  have  stated.  Now,  I  do 
not  know  how  that  compares  with  the  comparisons  you  are  trying  to 
draw. 

The  Chairman.  Before  taking  a  recess  I  will  call  this  gentleman 
here. 

TESTIMONY  OF  CHAELES  D.  CAHEBON. 

Charles  D.  Cameron,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  give  to  the  reporter  your  full  name,  resi- 
dence, and  occupation? 

A.  Charles  D.  Cameron. 

Mr.  Lilley.  This  is  not  the  man. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  we  want  to  find  out;  you  said  it  was. 
You  testified  here  Mr.  Cameron,  of  the  Detroit  Journal,  both  you  and 
Mr.  Webster.    This  is  Mr.  Cameron,  of  the  Detroit  Journal. 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  beg  your  pardon ;  I  said  I  thought  he  said  his  name 
was  Cameron. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  his  name  is,  Cameron. 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  am  mistaken,  then,  in  the  name.  No,  this  is  not  the 
man ;  the  man  that  I  referred  to  was  sitting  over  there  early  in  the 
session. 

The  Chairman.  We  want  to  get  it  into  the  record  that  he  is  not  the 
man. 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  want  it  distinctly  understood  that  I  have  not  testified 
that  I  knew  the  man's  name. 

Mr.  Webster.  I  have  not  testified  to  that,  either. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Webster,  your  secretary,  and  you  have  both 
used  the  name  of  Mr.  Cameron,  or  the  Detroit  Journal. 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thought  that  was  the  man's 
name,  but  I  see  now  that  this  is  not  the  man.  There  is  another  re- 
porter who  reports  for  the  Michigan  papers  that  sat  here  in  this  room 
in  the  early  part  of  the  session,  and  I  thought  his  name  was  Cameron. 
Now,  I  simply  got  the  men  mixed,  unless  this  man's  name  is  Cameron. 
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The  Chairman.  There  is  no  further  testimony  necessary  from  you. 
Mr.  Lillet.  May  I  have  the  testimony  read. 
The  Chairman.  Just  be  patient. 

By  the  Chairman  : 

Q.  You  have  given  your  full  name? — A.  Residence,  Detroit,  Mich. ; 
that  is  my  residence;  I  am  now  living  in  Washington. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Webster,  Mr.  lilley  's  secretary  ? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  in  Mr.  Lilley's  room  in  this  building? — A.  No; 
never. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  What  paper  do  you  represent? — A.  The  Detroit  Journal. 

Q.  What  other  men  are  connected  with  the  Detroit  Journal  report- 
ing around  the  Capitol  in  Washington? — A.  There  are  no  other 
representatives  of  the  Detroit  Journal  here. 

Q.  Wh°  represents  the  Detroit  News? — A.  Mr.  George  B.  Miller. 

Q.  Who  else  ? — A.  Well,  I  think  Mr.  Miller  is  the  only  representa- 
tive of  the  Detroit  News,  so  far  as  I  know. 

Q.  Who  represents  the  Detroit  Free  Press? — A.  Mr.  Jesse  Car- 
michael. 

Q.  Any  other  representative? — A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  What  other  Detroit  papers  have  representatives  here? — A.  The 
Detroit  Times  was  represented  by  Mr.  Frank  Hosford,  who  has 
recently  died,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  they  have  any  representa- 
tive now  or  not. 

Q.  Any  other  Detroit  papers  have  representatives  that  you  can 
think  of  here  ? — A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  So,  outside  of  yourself,  the  other  only  two  representatives  of 
Detroit  papers  in  Washington  are  Mr.  George  Miller,  of  the  News, 
and  Mr.  Jesse  Carmichael,  of  the  Free  Press? — A.  Yes;  that  is,  to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Lillet.  May  I  put  in  a  question  ? 

The  Chairman.  Certainly. 

Q.  Who  was  the  representative  of  one  of  the  Detroit  papers  that 
sat* over  there  near  that  table  early  in  this  investigation? — A.  I  have 
seen  Mr.  Miller  at  that  table,  and  1  have  also  seen  Mr.  Wells  Harvey. 
He  represents  the  Grand  Rapids  Press,  and  has  offices  with  Mr. 
Miller,  and  those  are  the  only  two  gentlemen. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  GEORGE  L.  LILLET— Uncalled. 

By  the  Chairman  : 

Q.  Do  you  recall  whether  the  man  who  sat  at  that  table  earlier  in 
the  sessions,  whether  the  small  man  with  a  grayish  mustache,  was 
the  same  man  who  stated  this  at  your  office? — A.  I  do  not  think  he 
had  a  gray  mustache.  The  man  sat  there  at  that  table,  a  good- 
looking  young  man,  not  a  very  large  man,  and  I  tKink  it  is  Mr. 
Miller,  but  I  can  not  be  positive  about  it. 

Q.  That  is  the  same  man  you  referred  to? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  chairman  would  state  that  this  is  simply 
another  of  these  illustrations  of  the  confusion  of  which  you  spoke, 
Mr.  Lilley,  which  may  arise.  Mr.  Cameron,  of  the  Detroit  Journal, 
was  mentioned  in  Mr.  Webster's  testimony  yesterday  and  by  you  this 
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morning.     It  now  transpires  that  it  was  not  Mr.  Cameron,  whoa 
name  has  been  so  unfortunately  dragged  into  this  affair. 

We  greatly  regret  that  your  name  was  dragged  into  the  matter. 

Mr.  Cameron.  I  appreciate  it 

Mr.  Lilley  :  Mr.  Webster  got  his  information  from  me.  Tie 
young  man  was  simply  coming  into  my  office  for  news,  and  I  do  not 
see  how  it  was  dragged  in. 

Mr.  Olmsted  :  It  was  testified  yesterday  Mr.  Cameron  came  into 
your  office  nearly  every  day  and  hung  up  his  coat. 

Mr.  Lilley.  I  would  like  you  to  point  out  to  me  such  testimony.  I 
have  not  heard  any  testimony  which  said  that  Mr.  Cameron  came  is 
there  more  than  twice,  although  I  think  he  did 

The  Chairman.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  Webster  was  that  he  wis  j 
a  frequent  visitor.    However,  the  man  you  have  in  mind  doubtless 
was  there,  but  it  was  not  Mr.  Cameron,  of  the  Detroit  News,  whoa 
name  was  very  unfortunately  brought  into  the  matter.  j 

Mr.  Lilley.*  I  was  not  sure  of  the  name  and  so  testified.     •        • 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  suppose  it  is  the  function  of  this  com- j 
mittee  to  give  any  suggestions  to  witnesses,  but  it  certainly  does  sug-  j 
gest  that  very  grave  care  should  be  exercised  in  bringing  in  the  name 
of  any  one  in  connection  with  this  matter. 

Mr"  Lilley.  I  did  not  ask  to  have  Mr.  Cameron  brought  here. 
I  would  have  looked  it  up  if  you  would  have  consulted  with  me.      | 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  now  take  a  recess  until  2! 
o'clock. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2  o'clock  p.  m.) 

after  recess. 

The  committee  met  at  2  o'clock,  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess. 
All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  GEOEGE  L.  LILLEY— Continued. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  you  have  told  us  about  the  employment  of  Mr. 
Kellogg  and  Mr.  Gordon  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  Now,  wtot 
other  attorneys  have  they  employed  in  the  districts  of  the  various 
Members  of  Congress?— A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  What  did  you  krow  at  the  time  you  were  preparing  this  reso- 
lution of  investigation  ? — A.  I  knew  that  they  employed  these  two  in 
these  two  districts  and  had  heard  of  a  large  number  of  others.  I  d° 
not  think  we  have  had,  by  any  means,  the  full  number  of  attorney 

Q.  What  information  did  you  have  at  that  time  relative  to  this 
large  number  of  attorneys? — A.  I  think  that  I  had  heard  of  Mr. 
Gregg,  of  Texas,  and  the  Butlers. 

Q.  That  is  to  say,  you  had  heard  that  there  was  an  attorney  living 
within  the  district  of  Mr.  Gregg,  of  Texas,  at  that  time  ? — A.  In  th* 
State  of  Texas,  but  not  in  Mr.  Gregg's  district. 

Q.  What  did  you  know  at  that  time? — A.  That  is  all  I  knew. 

Q.  You  heard  that  there  was  an  attorney  living  in  Mr.  Gregg's  dis- 
trict; is  that  it?  Let  us  find  out  just  exactly  what  you  knew  attk 
time  you  prepared  this  resolution  and  made  this  charge  about  em- 
ploying attorneys.— A.  I  have  stated  all  that  in  my  first  examination* 
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Q.  Let  us  find  out.  Sometimes  recollection  improves.  What  did 
you  know  about  that  at  that  time  concerning  the  employment  of  at- 
torneys in  Texas? — A.  That  is  all  I  knew,  what  I  stated  in  my  first 
examination. 

Q.  If  it  subsequently  appears  that  he  does  not  live  in  Mr.  Gregg's 
district  or  does  not  know  Mr.  Gregg,  your  information  as  to  that 
would  be  incorrect? — A.  I  do  not  think  it  has  been  made  clear  yet 
what  Mr.  Gregg's  job  is. 

Q.  Then  you  charge  now,  do  you A.  I  do  not  mean  Mr.  Gregg; 

I  beg  pardon ;  I  mean  Mr.  Cowhert. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  Mr.  Gregg's  testimony? — A.  Yes.  I  did  not 
mean  to  mention  Mr.  Gregg's  name;  I  meant  Mr.  Cowhert.  I  am 
satisfied  to  take  Mr.  Gregg's  testimony. 

Q.  And  you  know  of  nothing  that  would  change  Mr.  Gregg's  tes- 
timony?— A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  So  that  would  dispose  of  the  Texas  attorney  so  far  as  undue 
influence  on  legislation  is  concerned  ? — A.  I  know  of  nothing  else. 

Q.  Now  you  charge  that  Marion  Butler  was  retained  on  account 
of  his  influence  with  the  North  Carolina  member  of  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee, do  you  ? — A.  No ;  I  have  not  charged  that. 

Q.  You  named  Senator  Butler  as  one  of  the  attorneys  who  lives 
in  the  various  States  to  exercise  an  influence — an  unaue  and  cor- 
rupt influence — over  the  Members  of  those  States? — A.  I  do  not 
say  that  he  has  exercised  an  undue  and  corrupt  influence  over  a  Mem- 
ber of  North  Carolina.  I  do  not  specifically  mention  Marion  Butler 
as  corrupting  anybody  in  South  Carolina.  ( 

Q.  Or  North  Carolina? — A.  North  Carolina. 

Q.  You  said,  "  I  also  ascertained  that  this  company  had  made  a 

gracticft.  of  employing  attornevs  in  Congressional  districts  removed 
rom  its  place  of  business."  Jsfow,  by  that  you  had  reference  to  this 
Connecticut  employment,  this  Michigan  employment;  that  was  an- 
other, was  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  This  Texas  employment;  that  was  another? — A.  Only  he  ap- 
pears not  to  be  living  in  the  district  of  the  Member. 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  at  the  time? — A.  No;  I  did  not. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  learn  the  name  or  the  fact  that  there  was 
an  attorney  living  in  Texas  employed  by  this  company  ? — A.  I  do  not 
know  when  I  learned,  or  who  from. 

Q.  When  did  you  learn  it? — A.  I  can  not  state  that. 

Q.  How  long  before  you  prepared  this  resolution  of  investiga- 
tion?— A.  I  can  not  tell  you  how,  or  where,  or  when  I  got  that 
information. 

Q.  Did  you  know  the  name? — A.  I  had  heard  the  name. 

Q.  Where  did  you  hear  it? — A.  I  do  not  know;  I  can  not  give  you 
any  specific  information. 

Q.  Do  you  not  remember  about  when  ?  Did  you  know  it  a  year 
ago? — A.  I  can  not  give  you  any  time. 

Q.  Was  it  talked  about  when  you  were  on  that  Dolphin  trip? — A. 
No;  I  have  no  recollection  of  it. 

(j.  So  you  learned  it  after  that? — A.  Very  likely. 

Q.  Learned  it  this  last  winter? — A.  I  never  heard  the  name  of  any 
man  from  Texas  until  this  session  of  Congress,  I  think,  but  I  can  not 
tell  you  who  told  me. 
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Q.  About  when  in  the  session  did  you  learn  it? — A.  I  can  not  tdl 
you,  but  early. 

Q.  Early  in  the  session  ?— A.  I  think  so.  ! 

Q.  After  the  naval  bill  was  acted  on  in  the  committee? — A.  I  cin 
not  tell  you,  Mr.  Stevens,  when  I  did  learn  it. 

Q.  Do  you  not  remember  whether  it  was  before  or  after? — A  No, 
sir:  I  do  not  remember  who  told  me. 

Q.  But  you  did  know  something  about  it  when  you  prepared  this 
resolution? — A.  I  knew  there  was  a  lawyer  there  that  was  employed 
by  him. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  Mr.  Gregg  about  it? — A.  No;  I  would  not  ask 
any  member  of  the  committee  if  he  had  a  lawyer  employed  in  his 
district. 

Q.  You  did  not  seek  to  find  out  what  the  real  facts  were,  then?— A. 
Not  in  anyone's  State  except  my  own. 

Q.  Did  you  seek  to  find  out  in  your  own*  State? — A.  I  did  not  have 
to  seek. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  ask  Mr.  Kellogg  what  was  the  nature  of  his  em- 
ployment?— A.  I  do  not  think  that  question  came  up;  it  was  ap- 
parent. 

Q.  Was  it  so.  as  a  matter  of  fact,  you  did  not  seek  to  find  out  ex- 
cept in  one  of  these  cases,  exactly  what  were  the  facts  about  it?— A. 
No,  sir ;  it  was  a  matter  of  hearsay. 

Q.  Now,  about  when  did  Mr.  Foss  tell  you  about  this  Gordon  mat- 
ter?— A.  I  do  not  remember  whether  it  was  a  year  ago  last  summer 
or  when  it  was -on  the  Dolphin. 

Q.  On  the  Dolphin  trip? — A.  I  can  not  place  the  time;  it  may 
have  been  as  late  as  that,  out  my  impression  is  that  it  was  earlier. 

Q.  If  it  was  earlier,  it  must  have  been  during  the  last  session  of 
Congress. — A.  During  the  last  session  of  Congress. 

Q.  You  did  not  meet  him  after  the  last  session  until  after  the  Dol- 
phin trip,  did  you  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  not  some  recollection  about  the  time — the  occasion  of 
such  a  conversation? — A.  I  haven't  it  any  nearer  than  what  I  have 
stated. 

Q.  You  were  on  very  good  terms  with  Mr.  Loud,  were  you  not!— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  you  felt  rather  an  interest  in  him? — A.  The  same  in- 
terest I  feel  in  everyone. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  seek  to  verify  whether  it  was  true  or  not?— A. 
I  would  not  speak  to  a  Member  of  Congress  on  a  thing  of  that  kind. 

Q.  But  you  would  charge  against  him  in  the  public  press  that  that 
was  true? — A.  I  have  not  made  any  charge  whatever  against  any 
Member  of  Congress. 

Q.  You  would  charge  that  that  was  a  fact  that  there  was  an  at- 
torney employed  in  his  district  to  corrupt  him  without  trying  to  find 
out  what  was  the  fact? — A.  I  charged  that  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany have  employed  a  large  number  of  attorneys,  some  of  them  in 
the  districts  of  Members  without  any  other  apparent  business. 

Q.  Now,  the  only  knowledge,  then,  that  you  nave  about  the  fact  of 
Gordon's  being  a  candidate  against  Mr.  Loud  was  a  conversation 
with  Mr.  Foss  which  you  can  not  identify  as  to  time,  place,  or  occa- 
sion ? — A.  It  was  either  one  of  two  places,  or  one  of  two  times,  either 
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last  session  of  Congress  in  the  committee  room  or  on  the  Dolphin, 
but  I  can  not  place  which. 

Q.  What  else  did  Mr.  Foss  tell  you  about  this  matter  at  that 
time? — A.  That  was  substantially  all  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  What  information  did  he  indicate  he  had  at  that  time  concern- 
ing this? — A.  Well,  I  would  prefer  Mr.  Foss  should  testify  as  to  that. 

Q.  You  can  tell  what  he  said  to  you. — A.  I  recall  that  he  said  that 
they  had  an  attorney  out  in  Mr.  Loud's  district  that  was  a  candidate 
for  Congress  about  two  years  ago. 

Q.  He  told  you  thatf  did  he  indicate  how  he  learned  it? — A.  I 
would  rather  he  would  tell  you  that. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  how  he  learned  it  ? — A.  He  did. 

Q.  How  did  he  learn  it? — A.  From  Mr.  Loud. 

Q.  He  said  Mr.  Loud  told  him? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  what  we  wanted  to  find  out.  Did  he  give  the  name  at 
that  time  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  else  was  there  in  the  conversation? — A.  That  is  all  there 
was  concerning  that  topic — that  subject — all  that  I  recollect. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Fred  B.  Whitney? — A.  I  do  not.  I  was  in- 
troduced to  him  one  night  hurriedly  in  the  New  Willard  Hotel ;  I  do 
not  think  I  should  know  him  if  he  came  into  the  room. 

Q.  How  long  ago? — A.  It  has  been  about  six  weeks  ago,  just  as  I 
was  passing. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  or  not  he  was  f  ormerlv  clerk  to  the  Naval 
Committee  of  the  House  and  clerk  to  Mr.  Foss? — A.  I  have  heard 
that  he  was. 

Q.  And  that  he  formerly  lived  in  Mr.  Foss's  district? — A.  That  I 
do  not  know. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  anything  about  that  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  do  know  that  he  was  formerly  clerk  to  Mr.  Foss  and 
clerk  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  I  have  heard  so. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Wbitney  have  any  conversation  with  you  concerning 
this  matter? — A.  Absolutely  none.  Never  met  him  until  afterwards; 
never  had  any  conversation  with  him  then;  just  casually  introduced 
to  him. 

Q.  You  have  testified,  I  think,  that  voir  did  not  meet  Senator 
Thurston  until  after  the  resolution  was*  introduced? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
except  that  I  saw  him  over  in  the  Department  at  the  time  the  delega- 
tion were  there. 

Q.  You  did  not  speak  on  the  subject  of  the  investigation  at  that 
time? — A.  No,  sir;  nor  at  any  other  time  until  after  the  resolution 
was  introduced. 

Q.  How  long  after  that,  after  the  resolution  was  introduced,  did 
you  then  speak  to  him  ? — A.  I  could  not  say  exactly,  but  Mr.  Neff 
"asked  me  if  I  would  not  like  to  talk  to  Senator  Thurston;  it  was 
before  my  counsel  came  here. 

Q.  Now.  what  was  the  first  thing  that  Senator  Thurston  did  for 
you? — A.  Why,  the  first  conversation  that  I  had  with  Senator  Thurs- 
ton was  in  regard  to,  as  I  recall  it,  the  brief  I  submitted  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules.     I  think  that  I  talked  that  over  with  him. 

Q.  Senator  Thurston  states  that  he  assisted  in  the  preparation  of 
that  statement;  is  that  correct? — A.  I  think  he  did  assist. 

Q.  To  what  extent? — A.  I  told  him  the  things  that  I  knew,  and 
we  had  a  general  discussion. 
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Q.  To  what  extent — to  what  extent  did  he  help  to  prepare  that!- 
A.  I  think  that  he  finally  dictated  it  after  we  had  talked  the  matter 
over  for  a  time. 

Q.  Tell  us  what  he  said.  I  think  Senator  Thurston  stated  on  page 
1203  that  he  did  prepare  the  statement  for  the  Committee  on  Ruks. 
On  page  53,  "  I  do  not  recollect  having  seen  Senator  Thurston  prior 
to  the  appointment  of  this  committee,  but  I  won't  be  sure.  I  may 
have."  xour  recollection  was  a  little  cloudy  on  that  point!— 
A.  This  committee  was  appointed  later  than  I  had  in  my  mind.  1 
thought  that  it  was  appointed  soon  after  the  resolution  was  intro- 
duced.   What  is  my  answer  to  that  question?     What  is  the  p&ge! 

Q.  It  must  be  page  53,  because  I  am  reading  from  the  old  edition, 

1>age  53 ;  in  the  middle  of  the  page  is  the  statement,  "  I  do  not  recol- 
ect  having  seen  Senator  Thurston  until  after  the  appointment  of 
this  committee,  but  I  won't  be  sure.  I  may  have."  And  on  the 
upper  part  of  that  same  page  is  your  statement:  "  Q.  (By  Mr. 
Olmsted.)  Did  he  prepare  or  assist  in  preparing  any  of  the  state- 
ments you  submitted  to  us? — A.  The  subject-matter  of  all  the  state- 
ments I  have  submitted  to  you  has  been  my  own.  Mostly  formulated 
in  my  own  mind,  after  consulting  with  two  eminent  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Q.  Did  you  consult  with  Senator  Thursr 
ton  about  the  form  of  them  or  anything  about  them? — A.  No;  not 
as  to  the  form  of  them.     Q.  Or  as  to  the  substance? — A.  Yes;  I  haw 

had  some  conversation  with  Senator  Thurston  as  to  the "    So 

that  your  recollection  was  not  quite  accurate  as  to  what  occurred?— 
A.  Well,  that  was  talked  over  between  myself  and  Mr.  Brown,  and 
Mr.  Judson  and  two  or  three  others  and  Senator  Thurston,  but  he 
finally  drew  them  up. 

Q.  Had  Mr.  Brown  or  Mr.  Judson  participated  in  preparing  this 
statement  for  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  But  Senator  Thurston  did  prepare  that  statement  to  submit 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  quite  remember  it  at  this  time? — A.  Oh,  no; 
he  prepared  all  of  this  after  consultation  and  after  we  had  talked  it 
over. 

Q.  Now,  on  page  50,  in  the  middle  of  the  page,  that  would  be  60: 
'•  Q.  Did  he  assist  in  preparing  this  statement  which  you  submitted 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  To  some  extent."  Do  you  recall 
that  testimony? — A.  That  is  correct. 

Q.  So  that  your  statement  to  the  committee  at  that  time A.  I 

do  not  mean  the  final  drawing  up  of  the  document,  if  that  is  what  you 
mean ;  he  did  it. 

Q.  So  that  your  testimony  to  the  committee  at  that  time  was  not 
entirely  frank  in  showing  us  exactly  the  condition  in  which  Evidence 
was  coming  to  us,  was  it  i — A.  I  do  not  agree  to  that. 

Q.  You  think  that  your  statement  at  that  time  v.ns  entirely  frank 
and  fair  to  the  committee? — A.  I  intended  to  have  it. 

Q.  Did  you  do  it? — A.  I  certainly  intended  to  be  frank  and  fair 
about  it.  I  did  not  intend  to  give  the  impression  at  any  time  that  I 
drew  the  document. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  what  information  did  you  have  relative  to 
the  entertainment  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress at  the  time  your  resolution  was  under  preparation? — A.  En- 
tertainment by  the"  Electric  Boat  Company  ? 
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Q.  Yes. — A.  Hearsay,  and  rumors  that  have  floated  about  Wash- 
ington for  years. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  that  hearsay  consist  of? — A.  Well,  I  will  give 
yTou  just  one  little  Sample.  A  Member  of  the  House  said  to  me  that  he 
was  in  the  cafe  of  the  New  Willard  one  evening  with  Mr.  Frost  and 
three  or  four  other  gentlemen,  and  they  were  all  opening  champagne, 
and  he  ordered  the  cigars,  and  the  man  came  in  and  asked  him  what 
kind  he  wanted,  and  iie  said,  "  The  same  as  the  gentleman  smokes 
here,"  pointing  to  Mr.  Frost.  I  think  he  told  me  he  had  five,  and 
the  bill  was  something  like  $3.75,  showing  that  the  gentleman  did 
entertain  pretty  lavishly  when  he  entertained.  Then,  again,  I  heard 
a  man  say  one  day  that  he  said  something  about  buying  the  other  a 
cigar  down  there,  and  he  said,  "  You  do  not  have  to;  here  is  Frost; 
he  will  buy  them,  and  champagne,  too,  if  you  want  it."  Such 
things  as  those  and  just  common  rumors,  that  is  all;  I  have  not  seen 
any  entertainments  myself. 

Q.  You  have  given  us  two  things;  do  you  know  of  any  others? — A. 
Only  I  heard  a  member  of  our  committee  say  that  he  thought  they 
entertained  too  lavishly. 

Q.  Do  you  know,  have  you  heard  of  any  specific  instances,  other 

than  those  you  have  given  us? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not  been  invited. 

Q.  Have  you  known  of  any  other  specific  instance,  outside  of  these 

two  instances,  of  buying  cigars? — A.  I  do  not  know;  I  would  not  be 

in  a  position  to  know  except  what  I  hear. 

Q.  At  the  time  that  you  introduced  this  resolution,  then A.  I 

know  about  the  reputed  amount  of  money  that  was  spent  in  1900  and 
1902. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  now  about  what  you  knew  at  the  time  you  in- 
troduced this  resolution  about  this  entertainment,  and  you  have  given 
us  two  rumors.  What  other  rumors  did  you  have  at  that  time  con- 
corning  the  recent  expenditure  of  money  for  entertainment? — A.  I 
have  told  you  of  a  Member  of  the  House  who  said  that  he  thought 
that  he  entertained  too  lavishly. 
Q.  Did  he  give  any  instance  ? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  give  you  any  other  occasions  where  he  had  partici- 
pated?—A.  No. 
Q.  Who  was  he  ? — A.  Mr.  Thomas. 
Q.  When  did  he  tell  you  that  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell. 
Q.  When  did  he  tell  you  that  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell ;  some  time  ago. 
I  can  not  tell  you  just  when. 
Q.  About  how  long  ago? — A.  Perhaps  a  couple  of  months. 
Q.  That  was  just  prior  to  the  committee  acting  o.i  the  naval  bill, 
was  it? — A.  I  could  not  say  just  when  it  was. 
Q.  But  it  was  about  that  time? — A.  Along  about  that  time. 
Q.  And  this  was  the  information  which  influenced  you  to  make 
that  charge  against  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  was  it? — A.  Rumors 
that  I  have  heard ;  I  do  not  recall  all  that  I  have  heard  about  enter- 
tainments of  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q.  You  make  a  serious  charge A.  He  admits  himself  that  he 

spent  $1,800  here  entertaining.    That  is  quite  a  lot  of  entertainment 
while  the  naval  bill  is  in  process. 

Q.  You  will  state  whether  that  is  the  basis  of  the  charge  that  you 
made. — A.  I  am  satisfied  it  is  a  great  deal  more  than  that;  that  is, 
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I  can  not  prove  that  it  has  been,  but  I  am  satisfied  that  a  good  deal  of 
money  has  been  spent. 

Q.  What  satisfies  you  ? — A.  I  have  no  proof. 

Q.  What  facts  do  you  know  outside  of  those  two  you  allege?— A.  I 
have  just  formed  that  opinion  in  my  own  mind. 

Q.  In  your  own  mind 1 — A.  In  my  own  mind. 

Q.  In  the  charge  you  make  about  the  Electric  Boat  Company  main- 
taining an  extraordinary  number  of  attorneys  in  furthering  its  pur- 
pose to  secure  its  appropriation  for  submarines,  you  have  gone  over 
that  fully,  have  you,  in  the  testimony  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  there  is  nothing  additional  that  you  can  add  to  that!— 
A.  I  do  not  know  that  there  is. 

Q.  You  have  named  two  Senator  Butlers,  one  retained  several 

J  ears  ago  and  the  other  retained  recently;  you  have  named  Mr.  Mo- 
leir,  and  are  there  any  other  attorneys  in  Washington  now  engaged 
and  in  the  employment  of  the  company? — A.  Well,  I  have  not  named 
Senator  Thurston,  a  man  by  the  name  of  Brown,  and  Creecy:  they 
were  formerly  employed. 

Q.  You  do  not  charge  that  Senator  Thurston  and  Mr.  Creecy  being 
formerly  employed  constitutes  a  basis  for  corruption  and  influence 
now,  do  you  f— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  those  are  all  the  attorneys  you  knew  about  when  you  in- 
troduced this  resolution? — A.  That  is  all  I  knew  about;  yes,  sir;  but 
I  assumed  that  there  were  a  large  number  of  others. 

Q.  What  basis  had  you  for  such  assumption? — A.  The  fact  that 
they  were  in  my  district,  I  assumed  that  they  were  in  other  people's 
districts. 

Q.  Did  you  inquire  any  more  than  you  have  indicated  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  already  testified  fully  about  the  fact  that  under 
the  guise  of  the  employment  of  certain  newspaper  representatives  for 
insignificant  services  considerable  sums  of  money  have  been  paid 
them  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  presumably  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  their  aid  and  assistance  m  coloring  their  newspaper  re- 
ports in  favor  of  the  said  Electric  Boat  Company.  Have  you  any 
additional  information  on  that  charge,  other  than  what  you  have 
already  shown  in  the  employment  of  Messrs.  Lord  and  Erly?— 
A.  Archibald. 

Q.  And  you  used  that  as  the  basis  for  this  charge? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  made  that  charge,  did  you  seek  to  find  out  what  the 
fact  was? — A.  Oh,  no;  I  did  not  constitute  myself  an  investigating 
committee  to  go  around  and  find  out  what  the  facts  were.  I  simply 
introduced  that  resolution  in  order  that  the  facts  might  be  brought 
out 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  learn  that  these  two  men  had  been  in  the 
service  of  the  Electric  Company? — A.  By  common  rumor. 

Q.  Could  you  locate  it  a  little  more  conclusively? — A.  No;  I  do 
not  think  I  can ;  somebody  told  me  that,  but  I  do  not  just  recall  who 
it  was. 

Q.  When  did  you  learn  it? — A.  I  do  not  remember  when  I  first 
heard  of  it,  but  the  first  time  I  knew  that  somebody  must  be  employed 
there  was  when  literature  began  to  come  around,  not  this  year,  but 
years  before. 

Q.  You  suspected  then  that  some  corrupting  or  reprehensible  in- 
fluences were  being  exerted? — A.  I  do  not  put  it  in  just  that  Ian- 
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guage.    I  knew  that  they  must  have  somebody  employed  to  get  out 
this  literature. 

Q.  You  charge  that  this  company  exerted  a  corrupting  and  repre- 
hensible influence  through  subsidizing  other  newspaper  men.  We 
want  to  find  out  what  you  knew  and  what  was  the  basis  for  those 
charges? — A.  Nothing  more. 

Q.  So  that  the  action  of  those  men,  so  far  as  you  know,  was  con- 
sidered reprehensible  by  you? — A.  I  do  not  say  that  the  action  of 
those  men;  it  was  one  of  the  charges  that  I  made  against  the  Electric 
Boat  Company. 

Q.  Well,  from  what  you  now  know,  you  considered  those  men  did 
a  wrongful  thing  on  behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  by  the 
work  they  did? — A.  I  do  not  care  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  those 
men ;  that  is  one  of  the  things  the  Electric  Boat  Company  was  doing 
to  influence  legislation. 

Q.  You  charge  that  as  wrongful? — A.  That  is  one  of  the  things; 
yes. 

Q.  I  would  ask  you,  then,  what  you  consider  this,  then — this  is  the 
testimony  before  this  committee:  J.  C.  Lake  testified  under  oath 
that  $600  was  paid  to  the  Army  and  Navy  Journal  and  a  sum  not  to 
exceed  $200  was  paid  to  have  an  article  in  the  Washington  Post  at 
the  time  Congress  was  in  session.  Do  you  consider  that  a  wrongful 
act  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  it  was  for ;  I  do  not  know  who  paid  it 
or  for  what  purpose. 

Q.  The  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  had  articles  printed  in  those 
newspapers,  so  the  testimony  shows,  favoring  their  ooats.  Do  you 
consider  that,  in  view  of  the  charge  that  you  have  made,  a  repre- 
hensible act,  a  corrupt  act,  seeking  to  unduly  influence  Congress? — 
A.  I  do  not  care  to  express  an  opinion  on  that. 

Q.  You  are  willing  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  action  of  Mr. 
Lord  and  Mr.  Erly,  but  you  are  not  willing  to  express  an  opinion  as 
to  the  work  that  Mr.  Lake  had  done. — A.  I  have  not  seen  the  articles. 
If  it  was  the  same  kind  of  articles  and  work,  I  would,  of  course,  put 
them  in  the  same  class;  I  have  no  hesitancy  in  saying  that. 

Q.  You  do  not  care  to  express  an  opinion  ? — A.  Not  without  seeing 
the  articles.  If  they  were  the  same  nature,  I  would  say  that  they 
were  equally  culpable. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  articles  of  Messrs.  Lord  and  Erly  ? — A.  I  saw 
the  articles  from  time  to  time ;  I  do  not  know  who  wrote  them. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  they  were  articles  prepared  by 
Messrs.  Lord  and  Erly? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  So  up  to  the  time  this  resolution  was  introduced,  you  do  not 
know  what  articles  Messrs.  Lord  and  Erly  prepared  for  the  Electric 
Boat  Company? — A.  No  other  articles;  no. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  anything  about  that?    What  articles  did 
you  see  that  you  considered  reprehensible? — A.  I  can  not  specify  the 
articles;  I  simply  had  received  a  good  many  at  different  times,  docu- 
ments.   I  simply  knew  they  had  a  press  bureau,  or  supposed  that  they  - 
had;  believed  that  they  had. 

Q.  They  were  of  a  corrupting  nature,  were  they? — A.  I  do  not 
say  that  they  were  of  a  corrupting  nature. 

Q.  But  you  assumed  that  they  unduly  influenced  Congress  ? — A.  It 
is  one  of  tne  many  methods  that  would  influence  or  might  tend  to  in- 
fluence legislation. 
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Q.  But  you  thought  that  was  reprehensible,  so  that  vou  made  the 
charge  based  upon  that  knowledge? — A.  That  is  one  of  the  charge; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  facts  that  you  have  given  us  are  the  basis  for  that 
charge?     Is  that  so? — A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  state  u  I  also  became  advised  of  prevailing  and  persistent 
rumors  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  contributed  in  some  Con- 
gressional districts  represented  by  members  of  the  Naval  Committee 
to  their  campaign  funds."  Now,  where  did  you  hear  anything  aboo* 
that? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you,  it  was  simply  rumor. 

Q.  What  kind  of  rumors  did  you  hear  and  in  what  way  did  they 
come  to  you  ? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you. 

Q.  Can  you  not  tell  when  you  received  letters  or  some  newspaper 
articles  or  some  conversations?— A.  Just  common  rumor. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  common  rumor  reach  you  so  that  you  could  be 
advised  of  it? — A.  There  is  only  one  way,  the  things  you  hear. 

Q.  Hear  how? — A.  In  talking  with  different  people. 

Q.  Can't  you  recollect  anything? — A.  I  can't  give  you  anything 
specific. 

Q.  On  page  18,  another  statement:  "And  that  it  has  contributed 
in  at  least  one  instance  to  the  campaign  fund  of  the  opposing  party 
in  the  Congressional  district  represented  by  a  member  of  the  Naval 
Committee.  What  did  you  know  about  that? — A.  That  was  from 
common  rumor  at  the  time;  Judge  Dayton  was  a  member  of  the 
Naval  Committee. 

Q.  Did  it  concern  his  candidacy  for  Congress  at  the  time? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  in  the  Fifty-sixth  Congress  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  what 
Congress;  he  was  in  the  Fifty-eighth  Congress. 

Q.  Yes;  the  Fifty-seventh,  and  Fifty-sixth,  and  Fifty-fifth,  and 
Fifty-fourth.— A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  did  vou  know  about  that? — A.  Just  rumor;  just  things 
that  I  had  heard.. 

Q.  Whom  did  you  hear  it  from? — A.  I  could  not  tell  you. 

Q.  It  was  just  rumor? — A.  I  have  heard  from  him  that  he  be- 
lieved that  they  did  it. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  the  nature  of  his  belief? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  not  indicate  the  facts  that  were  the  basis  of  his  be- 
lief ? — A.  I  know  that  I  heard  it  talked  about  here  some  years  ago. 

Q.  Who  talked  about  it? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you  more  than  he  nim- 
self  has  said  that  he  believed  it. 

Q.  And  he  told  you  nothing  about  the  basis  of  his  belief? — A.  He 
did  not. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  foundation  for  this  charge? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  have  a  few  questions,  Mr.  Lilley,  I  would  like  to 
ask  you.  You  testified  yesterday  with  reference  to  a  letter  written 
by  your  secretary,  Mr.  Webster,  in  which  he  signed  the  name  of 
"  Smith,"  addressed  to  Mr.  Edinborough. 

The  Witness.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 
Q.  I  think  you  said  you  had  that  letter? — A.  No;  I  did  not  say 
that  I  had  it.     I  said  that  I  had  seen  it. 
Q.  Where  did  you  see  it? — A.  In  my  room. 
Q.  At  the  New  Willard?— A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Who  showed  it  to  you  ? — A.  He  did ;  he  handed  it  to  me. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  ? — A.  I  did. 

Q.  I  think  the  substance  was  testified  to  by  Mr.  Webster  yester- 
day.— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  what  you  remember  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  became  of  the  letter? — A.  When  he  handed  it  to  me  he 
wanted  to  know  if  I  knew  this  party,  C.  W.  Smith,  I  think  it  is;  it 
was  Smith  anyhow,  334,  if  I  remember,  Indiana  avenue,  and  upon 
reading  it  I  recognized  the  handwriting  at  once  and  told  him  that  I 
thought  I  could  locate  the  party. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  who  it  was? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  take  the  letter? — A.  It  was  left  on  the  table. 

Q.  In  your  room? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  became  of  it? — A.  It  was  put  in  the  wastebasket. 

Q.  Then  you  destroyed  it  or  caused  its  disappearance,  so  that  it  is 
not  to  be  found  now? — A.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  destroyed. 

Q.  When  did  you  speak  to  Mr.  Webster  ab!out  it? — A.  I  do  not 
just  recall,  probably  within  a  very  short  time. 

Q.  I  think  he  said  last  Sunday. — A.  Well,  he  said  last  Sunday  was 
the  time  he  talked  with  me  about  it,  and  I  asked  him  if  he  wrote  it 
before  that. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  be  talking  about  it  again  last  Sunday? — 
A.  The  matter  came  up. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  It  was  in  reference  to  this  other  letter,  I 
think. 

Q.  What  other  letter? — A.  The  anonymdus  communications. 

Q.  I^pw  did  it  come  up  in  connection  with  that  ? — A.  I  do  not  re- 
member, and  I  do  not  remember  positively  that  it  was  in  connection 
with  that,  but  it  came  up. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Edinborough  show  you  also  an  anonymous  document 
which  has  been  offered  in  evidence  here  ? — A.  He  did  not,  but  he  had 
it. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  he  had  it  ? — A.  He  told  me  he  had. 

Q.  Told  you  so  at  that  time? — A.  Yes.  I  had  opportunity  to  see 
it  if  I  wanted  to;  I  expect  he  told  me  he  had  it. 

Q.  Why  did  not  you  look  at  it  ? — A.  It  was  not  anything  concern- 
ing me. 

Q.  How  could  vou  tell  ? — A.  I  knew  I  had  not  written  any. 

Q.  You  looked  at  the  Smith  letter? — A.  Yes,  sir.  He  brought 
that  out  and  asked  if  I  knew  such  a  party,  and  told  me  where  they 
lived. 

Q.  You  are  very  positive  he  did  show  you  the  Smith  letter? — A.  I 
know  he  did. 

Q.  You  heard  his  testimony  here? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  heard  his  testi- 
mony; I  was  sitting  right  here. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  he  distinctly  and  positively  swore  that  he  had 
received  no  communication  or  no  documents  whatever  from  Wash- 
ington except  that  anonymous  communication  on  the  New  Willard 
blank  ? — A.  I  heard  the  testimony. 

Q.  You  heard  him  testify  that  he  had  not  received  any  answer? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Here  is  what  he  said.  He  is  now  talking  of  that  letter  on  the 
New  Willard  blank — on  the  Postal  Telegraph  blank,  I  mean.  He  was 
asked:  "You  have  no  idea  from  whom  that  came? — A.  I  have  no 
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knowledge  whatever,  sir ;  I  only  received  that  one  memoranda  or  note, 
and  that  was  unsigned.    Q.  Now,  have  you  received  any  other  com- 
munications of  any  kind  from  Washington  bearing  on  this  investiga- 
tion or  this  boat  question  at  all  ? — A.  No.  sir.v     He  did  say  thai  he 
had  had  three  or  four  newspaper  clippings  that  had  been  sent  to  him 
anonymously,  but  nothing  else.    That  is  on  page  709.    **  Have  yco 
had  any  letters  from  anyone  in  Washington,  or  any  documents  except 
this  one  on  this  subject.'*  and  so  forth.     He  answered,   "  No,  sir 
except  maybe  three  or  four  newspaper  clippings ;  maybe  four  or  Sto." 
Now,  having  answered  three  or  four  times  that  he  had  received  no 
such  documents  whatever,  you  are  still  very  positive  he  had  showed 
it  to  you  that  morning  or  the  evening  before  ? — A.  He  handed  this  to 
me  and  asked  me  if  I  knew  such  a  party. 

Q.  Then  his  testimony  here  was  not  true? — A.  I  am  not  testifying 
for  Mr.  Edinborough. 

Q.  The  statement  which  he  made  then  was  not  correct? — A.  He 
evidently  had  overlooked  that  or  forgotten  it.  I  remember  that  he 
was  prettv  badly  rattled  at  the  time  that  he  testified,  or  embarrassed 

Q.  Perhaps  this  gives  an  explanation  of  why  he  was  rattled.  He 
had  received  a  communication  signed  by  Smitn.  You  had  told  him 
that  you  thought  you  could  tell  from  wfiom  it  came  the  night  before, 
and  that  you  had  told  him,  and  he  comes  up  here  and  says  he  has  not 
received  any. — A.  He  asked  me  if  I  knew  such  a  party:  I  told  himJ 
thought  I  could  locate  him. 

Q.  Perhaps  it  is  no  wonder  he  was  rattled  when  he  was  trying  to 
tell  us  that  he  had  received  nothing  of  the  kind. — A.  He  evidently 
overlooked  it. 

Q.  He  was  asked  three  separate  times  whether  he  had  deceived 
any  communication  or  document  from  Washington;  three  separate 
times  he  swore  he  did  not  receive  anything  except  the  anonymous 
communication  on  the  telegraph  blank.  Now,  on  the  subject  of  at- 
torneys, in  other  people's  districts,  Mr.  Lilley,  you  certainly  do  not 
thijik  it  any  worse  for  one  boat  company  to  have  attorneys  than  for 
another,  do  you? — A.  I  do  not  think  it  is  proper  to  have  any  in  peo- 
ple's districts.  I  mean  for  any  other  purpose  than  those  they  are 
actually  needed  for. 

Q.  But  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  has  attorneys  in  your 
district,  hasn't  it? — A.  I  expect  it  has,  although  I  never  came  in  "con- 
tact with  them  until  quite  recently. 

Q.  Mr.  Kellogg  is  in  your  district;  he  is  the  other  company?— 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Both  boat  companies  seem  to  have  counsel  in  your  district?— 
A.  He  is  in  my  town. 

Q.  Foster  and  Beers  are  in  that  district? — A.  They  are  not  in  the 
district  in  which  I  live ;  thev  are  in  my  district  in  the  sense  that  I 
represent  the  entire  State  at  large. 

Q.  They  live  in  the  State?— A.  They  live  in  the  State. 

Q.  You  are  a  member  of  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  Yes.  But 
they  never  have  said  anything  to  me. 

Q.  Whether  they  have  or  not,  do  you  think  that  this  committee 
ought  to  assume,  or  anybody  ought  to  assume,  that  because  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company  has  attorneys  in  the  district  which  you  rep- 
resent that  therefore  these  attorneys  were  employed  to  influence 
you  ? — A.  I  know  they  were  employed  to  influence  me. 
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Q.  Foster  and  Beers?  I  am  talking  about  Foster  and  Beers. — 
L  I  do  not  know  anything  about  Foster  and  Beers. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  whether  you  want  this  committee  or  anybody 
Ise  to  assume  that  because  Foster  and  Beers,  attorneys,  live  in  that 
listrict,  that  they  have  been  employed  by  tne  Lake  Torpedo  Sub- 
narine  Boat  Company — can  we  reasonably  assume  that  they  were  em- 
Joyed  to  corrupt  you? — A.  The  headquarters  of  the  Lake  Boat 
Uompany  are  at  Bridgeport. 

Q.  It  has  no  plant  there. — A.  They  built  a  boat  there. 

Q.  When? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Not  since  you  have  been  a  Member  of  Congress? — A.  It  may 
lave  been  since  then ;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  It  is  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  and  it  has  no  plant  in  your  dis- 
trict.— A.  They  built  a  boat  at  Bridgeport,  I  know.  I  do  not  know 
¥hat  year. 

Q.  It  does  not  take  attorneys  to  build  a  boat? — A.  It  is  their  home, 
possibly ;  it  is  where  they  live ;  that  is  where  the  company  is  owned ; 
Lt  is  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  and  owned  by  Bridgeport  people,  as 
[  understand  it. 

Q.  Now,  these  same  attorneys  are  in  another  Congressman's  dis- 
trict, are  they  not  ? — A.  In  Mr.  Hill's  district. 

Q.  Would  you  suggest  that  there  is  any  reason  why  we  should  as- 
Bume  that  they  were  employed  to  corrupt  Mr.  Hill  or  influence  Mr. 
Hill  ? — A.  I  have  not  made  any  such  statement. 

Q.  Would  it  be  fair  to  assume  that? — A.  It  is  natural  to  suppose 
that  in  the  town  where  the  company  is  owned  and  they  are  doing 
business  that  they  would  have  their  attorneys  there. 

Q.  It  would  not  be  fair  for  us  to  make  any  such  assumption,  would 
it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  we  ought  to  assume  anything  from  the  fact 
that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  employed  Mr.  Wliitney  as 
attorney  in  Illinois,  Mr.  Foss's  district? — A.  I  did  not  know  that  Mr. 
Foss  was  an  attorney. 

Q.  A  member  of  the  Supreme  Court  bar  of  the  United  States? — 
A.  I  did  not  know  a  word  of  it. 

Q.  You  know  that  they  have  had  an  agent  here  from  the  district 
of  another  member  of  the  Naval  Committee,  did  you  not? — A.  Sen- 
ator Thurston. 

Q.  No ;  I  did  not  say  an  attorney ;  I  say  an  agent. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Could  we  assume  anything  more  from  that  fact  that  one  torpedo 
boat  company  has  attorneys  in  different  parts  of  the  State  than  we 
ought  to  assume  when  another  has? — A.  It  depends  upon  what  they 
are  hired  for. 

Q.  I  am  talking  about  the  assumption  without  having  seen  their 
contracts.  Ought  we  to  assume  anything  from  the  mere  fact  that  they 
are  employed? — A.  Not  if  they  are  employed  in  their  home  town  or 
Washington,  where  they  are  doing  business. 

Q.  The  Naval  Committee  does  ousiness  in  Washington? — A.  Yes. 
.  Q.  Now,  you  have  testified  to  what  seemed  to  be  an  extravagant 
price  for  cigars.  How  do  vou  know  how  many  cigars  were  paid  for 
in  that  $3.75?— A.  Five. 

0.  How  do  you  know  ? — A.  That  is  what  the  man  said. 

Q.  I  thought  you  were  there? — A.  I  was  not  one  of  the  party. 
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Q.  Well,  now,  you  said  somebody  else  said  they  had  also  coi 
champagne  at  the  expense  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  sons-' 
body  connected  with  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  they  had  to  drink,  if  anything,  at  the  lunek 
given  by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ? — A.  I  do  riot. 

Q.  Have  you  any  doubt? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not  any  doubt 

Q.  Now,  when  you  made  your  charges  against  the  Electric  Bat 
Company,  did  you  know  that  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  ms 
paying  for  publicity? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  it  had  a  man  employed  who  wrote  aitickfl 
in  various  technical  journals,  Scientific  American,  or  Harper's  Weekly, 
and  that  they  were  sent  or  to  be  sent  to  Members  of  Conpwj 
gratis  ? — A.  I  never  heard  of  Mr.  Skerrett  until  he  was  called  to 
testify.  j 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  it  had  employed  agents  of  the  Associitei 
Tress  at  $150  a  month?— A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  testified  it  had  entered 
upon  a  propaganda? — A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  To  force  discussion  upon  the  floor  of  the  House? — A.  I  did 
not. 

Q.  Which  propaganda  consisted  of  articles  and  anonymous  po^il 
cards  and  communications  and  articles  in  a  great  many  newspapers 
Now,  knowing  it,  did  you  know  that  counsel  for  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company  had  an  eloquent  speech  prepared  to  be  delivered  upon 
the  floor  of  the  House  by  a  Member  of  the  House? — A.  I  did  not 

Q.  Knowing  these  things  that  have  developed,  do  you  confine  ywff 
views  upon  the  subject  of  open  competition ;  do  you  confine  them  to 
attorneys  or  do  you  extend  it  now  to  literature  and  entertainments!—' 
A.  I  do  not  care  to  express  myself  on  that  subject,  because  I  do  not 
know  what  the  nature  of  the  entertainment  was  or  how  much,  whit 
the  conditions  were,  or  what  the  literature  was;  in  fact,  it  might  be 
equallv  as  bad  or  worse  that  the  other  company  was  doing. 

Q.  Because  one  company  did  it  would  not  make  it  right  or 
wrong? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  in  your  telegram  of  August  10,  1907,  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  you  said  that  "  favorable  legislation  intewtfs 
mv  constituent  Lake  Company  solicited.  See  letter."  Did  you  ever 
solicit  a  contract  for  any  other  submarine  torpedo  boat  company?— 
A.  I  did  not  solicit  the  contract,  did  I  ? 

Q.  "  Your  favorable  consideration  interests  my  constituent  Lab 
Company  solicited." — A.  That  is  not  soliciting  the  contract. 

Q.  It  is  "  favorable  consideration  interests  my  constituent  Like 
Company."  Did  you  ever  solicit  his  consideration  in  the  inters 
of  any  other  company? — A.  I  do  not  solicit  the  consideration  otthi 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  or  any  other  head  of  any  other  Department 
here  that  calls  for  the  expenditure  of  money  except  along  busincs 
lines. 

Q.  I  am  not  talking  about  business  lines.  "  Your  favorable  con 
sideration  interests  my  constituent  Lake  Company  solicited/'  ft 
you  ever  solicit  his  consideration  for  the  interest  of  any  other  com 
panv,  Lake  or  any  other  submarine  company  along  any  other  line!- 
A.  1  simply  wanted  him  to  listen  to  their  statement. 

Q.  Please  answer  that  question.  Did  you  ever  solicit  his  con 
sideration   in  the  interest  of  any  other  torpedo-boat  company!- 
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A,  No,  sir;  I  would  not  solicit  the  consideration  for  that  company, 
except  to  hear  their  story  and  proposition. 

Q.  "  Consideration  for  their  interests."  Then,  on  August  10,  you 
wrote,  "  I  sincerely  hope  " — now,  this  was  after  the  Newport  tests, 
when  the  other  company's  boat,  the  Holland  boat  or  Electric  boat 
or  whatever  you  call  it,  had  been  awarded  the  test,  you  wrote  the 
letter  of  August  10,  saying,  "  I  sincerely  hope  that  before  awarding 
the  contract  you  will  examine  not  only  the  reports  of  the  seagoing 
tests,  but  also  the  plans  and  specifications  submitted  by  the  Lake 
Company,  and  that  you  will  see  your  way  clear  to  divide  the  busi- 
ness.— A.  I  would  like  to  have  you  read  that  entire  letter. 

Q.  I  have  read  it  yesterday  and  it  is  in  evidence. — A.  That  does 
not  give  a  fair  presentation  of  that  letter. 

Q.  The  whofe  letter  is  in  evidence.  You  said,  "  I  sincerely  hope 
you  will  see  your  way  clear  to  divide  the  business." — A.  The  former 
part  of  that  letter  tells  why. 

Q.  But  that  is  what  you  asked  him  to  do?— A.  In  the  interests  of 
competition  for  the  best  interests  of  the  Government. 

Q.  What  difference  does  it  make  to  the  Government — I  will  not 
go  into  that  question.  Mr.  Lilley,  you  mentioned  receiving  a  letter 
from  Judge  Dayton.  Was  it  before  or  after  you  introduced  the  reso- 
lution?— A.  I  think  it  was  after. 

Q.  Then  it  was  not  based  on  that — the  resolution  was  not  based  on 
his  letter? — A.  Not  on  his  letter;  I  read  his  story  years  ago. 

Q.  Had  you  written  him? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  When  did  you  write  to  him — before  or  after  you  introduced 
the  vesolution  ? — A.  I  think  it  was  after. 

By  Mr.  Bboussard  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  as  I  recall  your  testimony  you  said  that  resolution 
264,  House  resolution  introduced  by  yourself,  had  been  introduced  by 
you  in  order  to  get  information  from  the  Navy  Department  to  help 
this  committee  or  whatever  committee  was  appointed  by  Congress  in 
this  investigation  of  the  charges  made  by  you  ? — A.  I  wanted  to  bring 
out  what  information  I  could  to  the  committee. 

Q.  I  think  you  also  testified  that  you  did  not  know  whether  the 
resolution  was  drafted  by  Mr.  Webster  or  drafted  by  Mr.  Neff  ? — A.  I 
think  so. 

Q.  Subsequently  Mr.  Neff  took  the  stand  and  testified  that  he 
had  drawn  it  up  and  that  you  had  signed  it;  he  had  seen  you  affix 
your  name  to  it. — A.  The  resolutions  ? 

Q.  Yes;  the  resolutions. — A.  Well,  he  brought  the  resolution  to 
me,  as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  ^Tou  heard  Mr.  NefTs  testimony  that  he  had  drawn  the  reso- 
lution on  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Webster. — A.  Will  you  kindly  read 
me  Mr.  Neff's  testimony;  tell  me  where  that  testimony  is? 

Q.  Yesterday,  you  were  here  when  Mr.  Neff  was  on  the  stand; 
you  will  find  it  in  here. — A.  I  understood  that  Mr.  Neff  testified  he 
drew  it.    He  handed  it  to  me.    I  could  not  tell  who  drew  it. 

Q.  I  ask  you  whether  you  recall  that  he  testified  that  he  had  drawn 
it  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Whitney;  he  did  not  know  who  would 
introduce  it,  but  he  gave  it  to  you  and  you  introduced  it.  Do  you 
recall  that  testimony  1 — A.  Part  of  it ;  substantially  that. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  get  your  statement  as  to  whether  you  originated 
the  idea  of  getting  this  information  from  the  Department  and  con- 
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suited  Mr.  Foss  about  it,  or  whether  Mr.  Neff  originated  the  idea  and 
consulted  Mr.  Whitney  about  it? — A.  Mr.  Broussard,  I  really  can 
not  tell  you;  I  would  not  be  absolutely  certain  about  that,  but  my 
remembrance  is  that  I  talked  it  over  with  Mr.  Neff,  but  that  I  did 
not  know  that  he  expected  me  to  introduce  it. 

Q.  Do  you  rememoer  talking  to  Mr.  Foss  about  it? — A.  That  was 
after  it  was  introduced. 

Q.  You  remember  distinctly  that  your  purpose, was  to  get  evidence 
for  the  benefit  of  the  committee  to  be  appointed  under  that  resolution 
to  investigate  this  matter? — A.  I  wanted  to  get  all  the  facts  I  could. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  having  testified  that  you  had  not  read  this 
resolution  before  introducing  it? — A.  This  morning,  if  you  were 
here — were  you  here  this  morning  when  the  committee  opened  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  You  heard  my  testimony  then. 

Q.  I  heard  your  testimony  this  morning;  I  do  not  recall  it;  I  may 
have  been  looking  over  some  testimony  when  you  made  that  state- 
ment. I  want  to  know  whether  this  resolution  emanated  from  you 
originally  on  behalf  of  the  Lake  Company  or  you  acted  on  behalf  of 
the  Lake  Company  in  introducing  it? — A.  Well,  the  resolution  ema- 
nated from  them,  and  I  introduced  it. 

Q.  You  were  not  then  incited  by  any  desire  to  procure  evidence  to 
help  this  committee? — A.  Certainly. 

Q.  It  did  not  originate  with  you,  however? — A.  I  think  we  had 
talked  that  over,  but  I  won't  be  positive  about  that.  But  I  saw  at 
once  that  it  would  give  us  some  information. 

Q.  You  knew  that  your  resolution  provided  full  powers  for  the 
committee,  whatever  committee  was  appointed,  to  get  such  services? — 
A.  I  assumed  at  that  time  that  the  committee  would  be  very  glad 
for  any  help  that  I  could  give  them. 

Q.  Did  you  not  put  in  your  original  proposition  the  power  to 
secure  papers,  swear  witnesses,  and  so  forth?— A.  Certainly. 

Q.  Tnen  you  knew  Congress  had  already  granted  that  power  when 
it  passed  that  resolution? — A.  I  assumed  this  committee  would  be 
very  glad  to  get  the  assistance  it  could  from  me. 

Q.  Had  not  your  first  resolution  granted  power  to  summon  wit- 
nesses and  enforce  the  production  of  documents  to  secure  whatever 
was  necesary  to  further  this  investigation ;  was  that  not  in  the  resolu- 
tion originally? — A.  Certainly. 

Q.  Then  what  was  your  reason  for  getting  an  additional  power? — 
A.  Just  as  I  told  him.  I  assumed  the  committee  would  be  very  glad 
and  would  be  still  glad  if  I  could  produce  evidence  that  woul 5  help 
them  in  any  way. 

Q.  Although  resolution  264  provided  that  this  evidence  should  be 
produced  berore  the  committee  that  would  be  empowered  to  investi- 
gate under  your  fii*st  resolution.  You  wanted  to  arm  this  committee 
with  double  power  to  get  the  same  evidence? — A.  I  wanted  to  get 
that  evidence  if  I  could. 

Q.  I  understand  that  your  charges  now  against  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  are  that  they  are  using  reprehensible  methods  to  influence 
legislation  in  Congress;  I  understand  that  is  your  charge  now  as  it 
was  in  the  beginning? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  charge  that  these  methods  have  been 
effective  with  Congress  and  that  anyone  has  been  influenced  by  these 
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methods? — A.  I  do  not  charge  any  Member  of  Congress,  Mr.  Brous- 
sard. 

Q.  I  understand  that  you  charge  that  they  have  been  using  rep- 
rehensible methods  to  influence  the  press  of  the  country  in  behalf  of 
their  submarines? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  charge  that  the  press  of  the  country 
has  been  corrupted  ? — A.  I  don't  know  exactly  what  you  mean  by  the 


Q.  I  mean  the  same  press  that  you  referred  to  in  your  testimony, 

hichever  press  that  may  be. — A.  I  mean  that  they 

Q.  Newspapers,  magazines,  publications? — A.  Magazines  mostly, 


and  newspaper  articles,  wherever  they  could  get  them  in. 

Q.  Do  1  understand  you  to  charge  that  these  methods  of  that  com- 
panv  have  been  effective  in  corrupting  the  press  of  the  country  in  be- 
half of  submarines? — A.  I  introduced  a  resolution  to  find  out  just 
how  far  these  things  had  been  pursued. 

Q.  You  made  no  charge  so  far  as  the  press  is  concerned  ? — A.  I  do 
not  know  whether  they  had  any  effect  or  not;  they  may  have  had  an 
effect  upon  Members  of  the  House. 

Q.  Did  you  try  to  find  out? — A.  That  is  what  this  committee  was 
appointed  for. 

Q.  Have  you  tried  to  find  out? — A.  No  j  I  can  not  say  that  I  have. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  that  these  methods  with  the  press  on  the  part  of 
this  company  have  been  effective? — A.  Mr.  Broussard,  I  relieve 
when  men  like  Archibald  go  out  over  the  Middle  West  and  the  Pa- 
cific coast  and  create  war  scares  and  gpt  up  in  chambers  of  commerce 
and  boards  of  trade  and  get  resolutions  passed  that  they  do  have 
their  effect.  A  Member  of  Congress  may  not  know  where  these 
emanate  from,  but  he  gets  letters  and  resolutions  from  chambers  of 
commerce  and  from  individual  voters  asking  him  to  vote  for  this  be- 
cause people  demand  it. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  about  the  press,  and  not  about  a  man  visiting 
chambers  of  commerce  and  municipal  buildings;  I  am  asking  about 
the  press;  do  you  make  that  specific  charge? — A.  Whether  they  have 
corrupted  any  Member  of  Congress  ? 

Q.  Yes;  or  whether  they  have  been  effective? — A.  I  can  not  say 
that  they  have. 

.Q.  You  charge,  I  understand,  that  this  company  has  been,  through 
its  reprehensible  methods,  able  to  secure  contracts  with  the  Navy  De- 
partment whereby  they  have  made  profits  that  are  beyond  normal 
profits  of  men  engaged  in  business  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  charge  that  the  men  connected  with  the  making  of  these 
contracts  with  this  company  have  been  corrupted  by  the  men  who 
have  secured  the  contracts? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Then  I  understand  your  charges;  I  believe  those *cover  all  the 
charges  that  you  have  made,  do  they  not? — A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  Congress,  press,  and  the  Navy  Department;  that  embodies  all 
of  your  charges.  Then,  do  I  understand  your  charges  to  be  these,  that 
you  charge  this  company  with  using  reprehensible  methods  to  in- 
fluence Congress,  the  Navy  Department,  and  the  press  of  this  country, 
and  you  want  them  investigated,  and  yet  you  will  say  that  you  will 
not  make  the  charge  that  Congress  responded  to  those  methods  or 
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that  the  press  of  the  country  has  responded  to  those  methods,  or  that 
the  Navy  Department  has  responded  to  those  methods;  will  yoa 
please  point  out  now  where  the  harm  has  been  done  ?  There  can  be  no 
corruption  without  some  one  being  corrupted ;  therefore,  have  they 
corrupted  Members  of  Congress  or  the  Navy  Department? — A.  I 
have  not  made  the  charge  that  they  have  corrupted  Congress. 

Q.  Then  what  is  your  charge? — A.  I  have  made  the  charge  that 
they  used  these  methods,  which  were  wrongful  practices  and  cor- 
rupting methods.  I  have  not  mentioned  any  specific  person  that 
has  been  corrupted.  The  purpose  of  the  investigation  was  to  find  oat 
whether  these  methods  had 

Q.  If  this  company  or  any  other  company  has  used  corrupting 
methods  to  cause  Congress  to  be  corrupted,  there  must  have  been  9ome 
one  corrupted;  is  that  not  true? — A.  No,  sir;  they  might  use  corrupt- 
ing methods  and  still  not  have  corrupted  any  Member.  So  they  might 
with  the  press,  and  yet  not  corrupt  the  press.  My  resolution  was  for 
the  purpose  of  investigating  and  finding  out. 

Q.  In  other  words,  your  charge  was  simply  striking  at  everything, 
without  specifying  any  particular  thing;  is  that  your  understanding 
of  your  position  ? — A.  Well,  that  is  your  language,  Mr.  BroussardL 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  say  what  your  understanding  is? — A.  Based 
on  what  I  knew  and  what  I  have  testified  to  at  my  first  hearing.  I 
thought  that  these  methods  and  practices  ought  to  be  investigated, 
particularly  because  of  the  large  sum  of  money  which,  in  my  opinion, 
the  Government  has  paid  more  than  it  need  to  have  paid  for  those 
goods,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  was  likelihood  that  thej 
would  be  paid  in  the  future  excessive  profits. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  I  understand  that  you  say  that  Mr.  Taylor,  when  Mr. 
Taylor  approached  you  to  get  you  to  vote,  and  did  get  you  to  vote,  is 

he  testified — I  believe  that  is  what  he  testified A.  He  may  have 

testified  that  he  got  me  to  vote,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  he  did  not 
change  my  attitude  one  way  or  the  other  on  the  bill. 

Q.  I  believe  he  said  when  you  told  him  you  voted  for  the  submarine 

provision  in  the  last  bill — not  the  one  in  this  Congress A.  If  yon 

got  very  closely  acquainted  with  Mr.  Taylor  while  he  was  here  yon 
found  out  he  is  a  very  good  fun  maker.  MLr.  Taylor  and  I  are  on 
friendly  terms,  and  he  might  say  many  things  that  would  bear  a 
wrong  or  misinterpretation.  If  I  would  have  voted  against  the  en- 
tire proposition,  I  could  have  said  that  to  him. 

Q.  He  did  say  you  had  voted  that  way,  and  had  done  it  at  his 
solicitation. — A.  I  do  not  care  what  he  said,  Mr.  Broussard ;  it  had 
no  weight,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  one  way  or  the  other  with  the  vote. 

Q.  Do  you  consider  it  a  reprehensible  thing  for  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress to  solicit  contracts  for  any  constituent  of  his  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States?— A.  I  do  not  think  that  a  Member  of 
Congress  has  any  right  to  solicit  a  contract ;  I  think  he  has  a  right  to 
see  that  his  constituent  has  a  fair  show  and  present  him  to  any  of  the 
Departments.  I  do  not  think  that  he  ought  to  go  around  himself  and 
solicit  contracts  from  the  Government. 

Q.  You  said  yesterday  that  your  son  owned  some  bonds  of  the 
Waterbury  American? — A.  Not  the  Waterbury  American,  it  was  the 
Waterbury  Republican. 

Q.  What  is  the  name  of  your  son? — A.  John. 
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Q.  How  old  is  he? — A.  He  is  very  nearly  23. 

Q.  Have  you  any  other  son  ? — A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  a  son,  Fred. 

Q.  Only  one  more? — A.  Theodore. 

Q.  You  have  three  ? — A.  One  is  in  the  Navy,  and  two  are  at  Yale. 

Q.  One  in  the  Navy A.  And  both  of  the  others  are  at  Yale. 

Q.  Is  your  son  in  the  Navy  an  officer  in  the  Navy? — A.  He  is  past 
□aidshipman. 

Q.  Graduate  of  Annapolis  ? — A.  A  year  ago  last  January. 

Q.  Who  appointed  him  to  Annapolis  ? — A.  I  did. 

Q.  How  did  you  make  your  appointment ;  did  you  select  them  your- 
self, or  have  competitive  examination  for  them  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which?  Competitive  examination  or  direct  appointment? — A. 
Direct  appointment. 

Q.  No  competitive  examination  at  the  time  of  the  appointment  of 
your  son? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  have  any  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  own  the  real  estate  on  which  the  Waterbury  Republican 
building  is? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Does  any  member  of  your  family  ? — A.  No,  sir.  I  have  never 
been  in  its  office  where  they  are  now  located. 

•  Q.  How  long  have  they  been  located  where  they  are? — A.  Within 
a  year  in  their  new  location.  The  old  location  I  nave  never  been  in 
there  but  very,  very  few  times.    Three  or  four  times. 

Q.  Do  you  own  any  real  estate  in  Waterbury  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  real  estate  do  you  own,  what  does  it  consist  of? — Ar  Va- 
cant land  and  house  and  business  property,  both  suburban  and  center; 
I  have  got  some  land  and  buildings. 

Q.  Do  you  own  the  post-office  building  in  Waterbury? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  own  it? — A.  No,  sir;  never  owned  it. 

Q.  None  of  your  family  own  it? — A.  Never;  it  is  a  very  fine  build- 
ing; the  Government  owns  it. 

Q.  Did  you  secure  the  appropriation  for  that  building  since  you 
have  been  in  Congress? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  secured  before  you  came  to  Congress? — A.  Yes,  sir.  I 
can  enlighten  you  on  what  you  are  driving  at,  if  you  wish  to  have  me. 

Q.  I  wish  you  would. — A.  I  had  a  $1,200  store  in  Torrington, 
Conn.,  which  I  leased  to  the  Government  for  $1  a  year  before  I  be- 
came a  Member  of  Congress.  I  think  you  will  find  this  all  in  the 
Bristow  report.  You  remember  the  Bnstow  report?  I  came  down 
here  when  I  was  elected  to  Congress  and  went  to  the  Postmaster- 
General,  Mr.  Wynne,  his  name  was;  I  told  him  I  had  a  Government 
store  run  by  the  Government,  and  I  would  like  to  cancel  the  lease 
and  let  them  stay  at  their  will.  After  I  had  been  elected  a  Member  of 
Congress,  Senator  Piatt  advised  me  on  this.  He  told  me  he  would 
submit  it  to  the  Attorney-General,  he  did  not  think  it  was  necessary. 
He  would  submit  it  to  the  Attorney-General,  and  he  told  me  the 
next  day  that  because  the  lease  was  made  before  I  was  elected  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  there  was  no  reason  for  canceling  the  lease,  and  I 
asked  him  if  he  would  submit  me  a  written  report  to  that  effect,  and 
he  did  so.  I  got  it  after  I  went  home.  But  he  failed  to  leave  the 
report  out  of  the  Bristow  report,  and  that  stated  that  I  had  leased 
that  as  a  post-office  at  $1  a  year. 
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Q.  Do  you  still  own  that  property  ? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  You  do  own  it  now  ? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  Is  it  still  a  part  of  the  post-office? — A.  No,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  It  must  have  been  open  competition  if  it  had  been  rented  for 
$1  a  year? — A.  It  was  open  competition. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  I  believe  while  I  was  away  you  made  a  speech  in  the 
House  on  the  naval  bill  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q,  You  then  introduced  a  resolution  in  the  House  to  investigate 
the  nayy-yards? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  offer  any  amendment  to  the  naval  appropriation 
along  the  lines  of  the  resolution  that  you  have  introduced  with 
regard  to  the  navy  -yards? — A.  During  the  make-up  of  the  bill  I 
tried  to  keep  from  spending  new  money  on  yards  that  had  become 
obsolete,  or  that  were  practically  out  of  business. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  offer  an  amendment  of  that  character  to  the  naval 
bill  in  the  committee? — A.  I  asked  the  naval  committee  before  the 
passage  of  the  bill  to  cut  out  the  appropriation  for  new  work  in  some 
of  those  places. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  introduce  an  amendment  to  the  bill  or  offer  an 
amendment  or  any  provision  in  the  bill  to  cut  out  the  useless  navy- 
yards,  as  you  contended  there  were  useless  navy-yards? — A.  I  re- 
fused to  vote  for  the  bill  with  this  appropriation  in  it. 

Q.  That  is  not  an  answer.  Did  you  ever  offer  an  amendment? — 
A.  No;  there  was  no  use  in  offering  an  amendment. 

Q.  Why? — A.  Because  as  the  committee  went  through  the  bill  I 
asked  to  have  certain  appropriations  cut  out  and  they  voted  not  to 
cut  them  out. 

Q.  Is  that  the  way  you  do  in  that  committee  ? — A.  We  usually  go 
through  a  bill  item  by  item. 

Q.  And  as  a  member  of  the  committee,  when  you  want  anything 
cut  out  you  draw  your  amendment A.  You  do  not  draw  an  amend- 
ment. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  move  to  have  those  stricken  out  of  the  bill?— 
A.  Why,  I  objected  to  their  going  in. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  made  a  motion? — A.  No,  not  a  regular  motion, 
because  I  could  plainly  see  that  it  would  not  carry. 

Q.  How  could  you  see  that? — A.  Because  there  were  too  many 
interested. 

Q.  Interested  in  what  way? — A.  In  voting  for  the  amounts  that 
were  specified.    I  am  not  on  the  subcommittee  that  draws  the  bill 

Q.  Are  you  on  any  subcommittee  at  all  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  subcommittee? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Are  not  you  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on  naval  affairs!— 
A.  I  would  not  be  surprised,  but  we  never  met. 

Q.  Are  not  you  a  chairman  of  one  of  them  ? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  meeting? — A*  No. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  what  your  subcommittee  is? — A.  I  know, 
but  it  is  out  of  business. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  the  name  of  the  subcommittee  of  which  you 
are  chairman  ? — A.  If  you  had  the  list 

Q.  I  have  not  got  the  list.  You  don't  remember,  anyhow,  what 
subcommittee  it  is,  and  it  never  meets.    Have  you  ever  had  a  meet- 
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ing? — A.  It  is  like  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Treasury 
Department. 

Q.  Mr.  Erly  is  secretary  of  that  committee,  I  believe. — A.  I  have 
heard  so. 

Q.  And  you  were  chairman  in  this  sense? — A.  Yes.  There  is 
quite  a  difference  in  the  salary,  though. 

Q.  There  is  quite  a  difference  in  your  power,  also.  It  is  the  power 
of  the  chairman  to  call  the  committee  together,  and  not  the  sec- 
retary?— A.  The  business  is  transacted  by  the  first  committee.  I 
would  be  very  glad  to  call  it  together  any  time  you  have  any  propo- 
sition for  it. 

Q.  There  were  meetings  of  other  subcommittees,  was  there  not? — 
A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  And  none  of  yours? — A.  There  has  not  been  any  this  year. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  the  committee  meetings  very  regularly  ? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  You  do? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  meetings  have  you  had  at  this  session? — A.  I  have  not 
been  able  to  attend  any  meetings  since  this  investigation  started. 

Q.  Prior  to  that,  how  many  times  were  you  at  the  meetings? — A. 
I  could  not  tell  you. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  all  of  them  ? — A.  Oh,  I  attended  as  many  meet- 
ings of  the  subcommittees  that  I  am  not  on — on  the  main  subcom- 
mittee. 

Q.  I  thought  you  stated  that  you  never  had  a  meeting? — A.  They 
transact  all  the  business,  practically — the  first  one  on  the  list  trans- 
acts practically  all  the  business. 

Q.  Which  one  is  that? — A.  It  is  the  one  that  makes  up  the  bill,  of 
which  Mr.  Foss  is  chairman. 

Q.  I  am  going  to  ask  you  this  question:  If  you  had  such  an  in- 
terest in  naval  affairs  as  your  resolution  would  seem  to  indicate,  how 
is  it  that  the  record  of  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  shows  that  out 
of  26  meetings  for  all  the  time  since  the  beginning  of  the  present 
Congress  you  have  attended  only  8  and  have  been  absent  18? — A. 
You  have  taken  them  all  up  to  date.  I  presume  a  very  large  part 
of  those  have  occurred  since  my  resolution  was  introduced  and  I 
have  been  too  busy. 

Q.  What  part  of  them  have  occurred  since  your  resolution  was 
introduced  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  your  bill  was  already  prepared,  ready  to 
be  reported  to  the  House,  before  you  introduced  that  resolution  creat- 
ing this  investigation  ? — A.  Yes ;"  but  you  understand  that  I  attended 
meetings  of  the  committee  that  prepared  the  bill  in  addition  to  meet- 
ings of  the  full  committee. 

Q.  What  other  bill  has  that  committee  got  now  in  this  Congress 
except  the  naval  appropriation  bill  ? — A.  Tnat  is  the  only  bill  up  to 
the  time  that  it  passed,  but  since  then  they  have  been  having  meet- 
ings frequently,  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  attend  them. 

Q.  Ui>  to  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  your  resolution  the  naval 
appropriation  bill  had  been  under  consideration  by  your  commit- 
tee?— A.  Yes;  but  not  the  full  committee  until  after  the  subcom- 
mittee had  passed  upon  it. 

Q.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  when  the  amendments  were  offered, 
the  vote  of  which  has  already  been  spread  on  the  record  of  these  hear- 
ings, before  the  committee  as  a  whole  committee  you  then  intro- 
duced in  Congress  a  resolution  to  investigate  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
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pany,  and  at  the  time  you  introduced  your  resolution  the  naval  ap- 
propriation bill  was  a  complete  thing  in  so  far  as  that  committee 
was  concerned? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  the  only  bill  at  that  time? — A.  Yes,  sir;  but  there  his 
been  a  great  many  since. 

Q.  Have  they  reported  any  bill  since? — A.  I  do  not  know  that 
thfey  have  reported  any,  but  they  have  had  a  good  many  meetings 
since,  and  I  venture  to  say  that  they  have  had  more  "since  than 
before. 

Q.  You  mean  to  say  vou  attended  all  of  the  meetings A.  I  do 

not  mean  to  sav  I  attended  them  all,  but  I  attended  them  pretty  gen- 
erally ;  I  attended  a  very  large  number  on  the  subcommittee,  although 
I  was  not  a  member. 

Q.  But  you  testified  that  lone  before  you  were  appointed  on  this 
committee  you  were  so  interested  in  naval  affairs  that  you  were  read- 
ing up,  investigating  reports  and  matters  pertaining"  to  naval  con- 
struction, and  vou  solicited  to  go  on  this  committee;  you  introduced 
resolutions  and  made  speeches,  and  I  want  to  know  just  how  much 
interest  you  did  take  in  naval  affairs. — A.  If  vou  will  hand  me  that 
book  I  will  tell  you,  if  you  can  not  see  yourself,  if  that  is  the  book. 
Does  it  have  the  meetings  of  the  subcommittees? 

Q.  Yes;  it  has  everything,  I  think.  [Witness  is  here  shown  book.] 
I  do  not  find  your  committee  there. — A.  There  is  no  occasion  for  it. 

By  Mr.  Howard  : 

Q.  Up  to  the  passage  of  the  naval  bill  by  the  committee,  on  the 
10th  day  of  February,  you  were  absent  four  times  from  the  general 
committee  meeting,  and  you  were  present  about  eight  or  nine 
times. — A.  In  addition  to  that  I  was  present  at  the  subcommittee 
that  was  making  up  the  bill  pretty  regularly. 

Q.  That  came  about  in  this  way,  that  at  every  meeting  of  the  sub- 
committee that  had  the  making  up  of  the  general  bill,  every  member 
of  the  committee  was  invited  to  be  present  and  attend  its  sessions?— 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  There  was  no  roll  call  of  those  sessions. — A.  I  was  at  those  ses- 
sions, when  I  was  in  town,  every  day. 

Q.  But  there  was  no  roll  calf  of  those  sessions  of  the  regular  meet- 
ings other  than  those  which  are  credited  and  charged  up  to  the  sub- 
committee meetings,  and  in  the  regular  roll  calls  up  to  the  10th  day 
of  February  you  were  absent  four  times  and  present  nine  times. — A. 
Well,  that  may  be  the  full  committee.  I  was  probably  absent  four 
times.  I  will  accept  that  proposition,  if  you  have  looked  into  it  I 
do  not  think  there  were  very  many  present  on  the  committee  outside 
of  the  chairman  that  were  not  absent.  I  think  that  is  a  pretty  good 
average. 

By  Mr.  Broussard  : 
Q.  The  purpose  of  these  questions  is  to  ascertain  how  much  interest 
you  did  take  in  naval  matters.    I  want  to  ascertain  whether  there  was 
any  reason  why  you  should  not  be  there. — A.  If  I  was  in  town  I  was 
there. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  What  subcommittee  of  Naval  Committee  are  you  chairman 

of? — A.  If  you  will  read  it  over 

Q.  Don't  you  know? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 
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Q.  I  will  inform  you  that  you  are  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
on  navigation,  equipment,  supplies,  miscellaneous. — A.  I  will  inform 
you  that  has  not  had  a  meeting. 

Q.  Is  not  that  a  pretty  important  committee? — A.  No,  sir.  It  is 
no  more  important  than  a  lot  of  committees  in  the  House  are. 

Q.  You  have  gotten  pretty  good  men  on  it.  Mr.  LiUey,  chairman ; 
Mr.  Roberts,  Mr.  Loud,  Mr.  Thomas,  Mr.  Talbott,  Mr.  Lamar,  Mr. 
Hobson.  The  other  subcommittees,  it  seems  from  this  record  pro- 
duced by  the  clerk,  nearly  all  of  them  meet  from  time  to  time. — A.  I 
do  not  think  any  of  them  met  up  to  the  time  the  bill  went  in. 

Q.  Yes;  they  did.  The  subcommittee  on  appropriations  met  very 
often. — A.  I  mean  except  that  one.  That  special  committee  on  ap- 
propriations does  all  the  business  and  all  the  members  can  be  present. 

<$.  Here  is  a  subcommittee  on  construction,  repair,  and  steam  engi- 
neering, and  that  met  for  a  consideration  of  House  bill  7578,  and  so 
on. — A.  When  did  they  meet? 

Q.  It  met  on  the  3d  of  February.  Mr.  Loud  is  chairman  of  that. 
The  subcommittee  on  private  bills  had  several  meetings,  and  several 
other  subcommittees. 

By  Mr.  Broussard  : 

Q.  The  bonds  that  you  say  your  mother  and  son  hold  in  the  Water- 
bury  Republican,  you  state  $25,000? — A.  All  together. 

Q.  Do  those  bonds  pay  interest  regularly  or  declare  dividends? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  much  interest  do  they  pay? — A.  Five  per  cent. 

Q.  How  long  have  those  bonds  been  outstanding? — A.  Three  or 
four  years. 

Q.  How  long  do  they  run? — A.  Ten  years.  The  question  was 
asked  me  yesterday  if  the  Waterbury  Republican  and  I  agreed  on 
matters.  We  are  very  much  in  disagreement  on  matters  at  the  pres- 
ent time  on  Presidential  candidates,  and  our  convention  will  meet 
very  soon  and  they  are  strong  supporters  of  Hughes  and  I  am  not. 

Q.  Do  they  disagree  with  you  as  to  submarines? — A.  Well,  I  may 
say  this,  that  I  have  never  written  a  line — I  won't  say  that  I  have 
never  written  a  line,  but  if  I  have  it  is  over  my  own  signature — or 
dictated  a  line  to  that  paper.  I  have  deplored  some  of  the  things 
that  it  says  a  great  many  times. 

Q.  That  is  not  answering  the  question.  The  question  is  whether 
they  agree  with  you  about  submarines  or  whether  you  are  dictating 
the  policy? — A.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  are  in  favor  of  sub- 
marines or  not ;  I  mean  in  regard  to  them  officially. 

Q.  Do  you  receive  the  paper  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  read  it? — A.  Sometimes. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  they  agree  with  you  or  not  on  sub- 
marines?— A.  As  an  effective  weapon  of  warfare? 

Q.  Generally,  with  your  position,  the  whole  subject-matter. — 
A.  I  do  not  approve  all  the  things  that  the  Waterburjr  Republican 
has  said  by  any  means  in  regard  to  this  investigation,  if  that  is  what 
you  mean. 

Q.  I  ask  you  whether  they  agree  with  you,  not  whether  they  ap- 
proved of  it.    Do  they  agree  with  you  ? — A.  That  is  not  for  me  to  say. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  F— A.  I  suppose  they  agree  with  me  in  some 
things. 
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Q.  In  what  things  did  they  agree? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  What  things  do  they  disagree  with  you  in  about  submarine! 
boats? — A.  I  do  not  know.  I  have  not  any  argument  with  then.] 
That  is  their  business. 

Q.  Do  you  know  their  views  as  published  in  the  paper? — A.  I  hiw 
read  a  number  of  articles  published  in  the  Republican. 

Q.  Do  you  agree  with  them  ? — A.  I  have  told  you  that  I  do  not 

Q.  They  are  not  in  accord  with  you  and  your  policy  with  regard  to 
submarines  ? — A.  I  say  I  am  not  the  cause  of  all  the  things  they  hm 
written. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  that.  I  say  their  policy  is  not  in  accord  witk 
you,  with  what  you  concede  to  be  the  proper  policy  to  be  pursued  witk 
regard  to  submarines.  Are  thev  advocating  the  same  thing  that  yet 
are  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  they  are  advocating  in  the  line  of  sub- 
marines.   Do  you  mean  open  competition  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Apparently  they  are. 

Q.  Have  you  any  stock  in  the  Norwich  Register? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anybody  connected  with  that  paper — the  Norwich 
Bulletin? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  no  stock  in  it 

Q.  Do  you  know  anybody  who  has  in  your  family? — A.  No;  they 
are  away  over  in  the  farther  part  of  the  State. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  the  editor  of  that  paper  is? — A.  No;  I  do  not 

Q.  You  are  not  acquainted  with  him? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  met  him. 

Q.  What  is  his  name? — A.  I  can  not  tell  you.  I  was  introduced 
to  him. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Do  you  know  W.  H.  Saulte? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  newspaper  does  he  write  for? — A.  None  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  What  is  his  business  in  Washington? — A.  He  is  a  doorkeeper. 

Q.  He  is  from  Connecticut? — A.   xes,  sir. 

Q.  Whose  appointee  is  he? — A.  Mine. 

Q.  And  he  does  not  write  to  any  of  the  newspapers? — A.  I  never 
heard  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Thomas  F.  Tracey? — A.  Yes^sir. 

Q.  What  newspaper  does  he  write  for? — A.  Well,  I  don't  think 
that  he  is  here  this  session. 

Q.  He  is  a  doorkeeper,  isn't  he,  and  on  the  pay  roll? — A.  I  haro 
not  seen  him. 

Q.  What  newspaper  did  he  represent  while  he  was  here? — A  He 
was  in  with  Mr.  Wallmo.  They  represent,  I  think,  the  Bridgeport 
Standard. 

Q.  And  several  other  papers? — A.  Yes;  but  I  do  not  know  just 
what  ones. 

Q.  Isn't  there  a  chain ;  don't  they  represent  a  chain  of  newspapers 
through  Connecticut? — A.  They  represent  four  or  five  newspapers, 
but  I  do  not  know  what  ones  except  the  Bridgeport  Standard. 

Q.  What  district  does  Mr.  Tracey  live  in? — A.  Mr.  Henry's. 

Q.  Do  you  know  T.  E.  Spencer? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  paper  does  he  represent? — A.  He  is  a  part  of  this 
syndicate. 

Q.  He  is  on  the  Government  pay  roll  ? — A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  think  so. 

Q.  A  policeman.  What  district  is  he  from? — A.  I  do  not  kno*. 
My  recollection  is  he  is  from  Mr.  Henry's  district.  But  I  wont  be 
positive  about  that. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  T.  J.  Goode? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  newspaper  does  he  represent? — A.  None  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  What  position  does  he  hold? — A.  He  is  in  the  post-office,  but 
I  do  not  know  just  what  his  position  te. 

Q.  Do  you  think  he  represents  one  or  two  newspapers? — A.  I  never 
heard  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  sends  letters  to  any  newspapers? — 
A.  I  never  heard  of  it. 

Q.  Where  is  he  from  ? — A.  I  think  he  is  from  Mr.  Sperry's  district. 

Q.  Do  you  "know  C.  Ganss? — A.  No;  I  do  not. 

Q.  He  is  clerk  of  Invalid  Pensions,  and  I  don't  believe  he  gets  time 
to  do  much  newspaper  work.  He  is  from  Connecticut,  isn't  he? — 
A-  I  believe  he  is. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  does  any  newspaper  work? — A.  T 
never  heard  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  J.  S.  or  J.  L.  Greenwood  ? — A.  Yes ;  secretary  of 
Mr.  Hill. 

Q.  What  paper  does  he  write  for? — A.  I  never  heard  of  his  writing 
for  any.  # 

Q.  Or  send  letters  to? — A.  I  never  heard  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  P.  G.  Wallmo? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  paper  does  he  represent? — A.  He  and  Spencer  work 
together  on  these  three  or  four  papers.  I  do  not  know  anyone  else 
here  who  is  doing  newspaper  work  here. 

Q.  Thev  represent  all  Connecticut  newspapers? — A.  Oh,  no. 

Q.  So  far  as  Washington  news  is  concerned? — A.  Oh,  no. 

Q.  Who  represents  the  others? — A.  There  is  a  Mr.  Hallam  here 
who  represents  the  Courant,  and  most  of  them  are  supplied  from  the 
Associated  Press  or  the  United  Press. 

Q.  I  thought  you  said  nobody  else  represented  any  papers  here. — 
A.  Well,  there  is  the  Associated  Press. 

Q.  What  position  does  Mr.  Wallmo  hold?— A.  He  is  the  secretary 
or  clerk  of  tne  Committee  on  the  Alcoholic  Liquor  Traffic. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  Mr.  E.  B.  Spencer? — A.  No. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  Mr.  E.  &.  Spencer? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  E.  B.  Spencer  represents  any  news- 
papers or  not? — A.  I  do  not  know  the  man;  I  never  heard  of  him. 

Q.  Maybe  it  is  a  boy.  Do  you  know  of  anybody  by  that  name? — 
A.  Na  sir;  where  does  he  come  from? 

Q.  He  comes  from  Connecticut,  I  am  informed.  He  is  clerk  or 
secretary  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  on  Public  Buildings  and 
Grounds. — A.  I  do  not  know  him. 

Q.  Those  letters,  so  far  as  you  know,  are  from  Mr.  Wallmo,  clerk 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Alcoholic  Liquor  Traffic,  Mr.  Spencer,  on 
the  Capitol  police  force,  and  Mr.  Tracey,  one  of  the  Members  of  the 
House. — A.  I  do  not  think  that  Mr.  Tracey  is  here  this  year,  and  I 
do  not  take  any  of  the  papers  that  those  people  represent,  so  the  only 
people  that  I  4now  that  are  writing  things  here  for  any  of  the  Con- 
necticut papers  are  Hallam,  of  the  Hartford  Courant,  and  Wallmo 
and  Spencer.  They  are  together.  But  I  do  not  think  any  of  these 
paDers 

Q.  Is  there  anybody  here  who  writes  for  the  Waterbury  Republi- 
can?— A.  No  one  that  I  know  of. 
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Q.  Do  theyrely  entirely  upon  Mr.  Webster,  then? — A.  I  newr 
knew  of  Mr.  Webster  writing  a  line. 

Q.  You  see  articles  in  there  and  letters  from  Washington  iwj 
usually,  don't  you? — A.  No;  not  any  more  than  the  press  dispatcher 

Q.  Outside  of  the  Associated  Press. — A*  No.  If  there  are  I  do  Mt 
know  who  writes  them. 

Q.  You  see  that  paper,  don't  vou? — A.  Yes;  it  comes  to  me. 

Q.  You  have  seen  such  articles,  haven't  you? — A,  I  have  not » 
ticed  whether  they  were  dated.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  not  a  nm 
paper  man,  anyhow,  and  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  You  know  a  newspaper  when  you  read  it  ? — A.  I  am  not  a  neis 
paner  man.    I  do  not  know  how  they  are  dated. 

Q.  I  am  not  either,  but  when  I  see  and  read  Washington,  D.  C 
April  21,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  is  a  Washington  letter.— A 
Would  not  a  press  dispatch  be  dated  in  the  same  way? 

Q.  There  is  generally  a  difference  between  a  press  dispatch  and  am 
other  letter.  Now,  the  letter  you  have  identified  you  sent  Mr.  Lathrop, 
what  was  the  date  of  that? — A.  I  could  not  tell  you. 

Q.  But  you  have  a  copy  of  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  We  will  ask  you  to  preserve  it  very  carefully  until  we  determine 
whether  we  want  it — A.  I  can  tell  you  what  is  in  it,  practically. 

Q.  We  will  not  ask  you  to  do  that  We  do  not  want  to  get*0/ 
conflict  between  you  and  the  letter.  It  may  be  there  is  nothing  in  i* 
that  we  are  interested  in. — A.  There  is  absolutely 

The  Chairman.  Absolutely  what?  I  thought  you  were  going  » 
finish  vour  sentence.  You  said  absolutely.  You  can  consult  year 
counsel  if  you  choose. 

Q.  Has  Mr.  Lathrop  been  here  this  session? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Has  anybody  representing  the  Waterbury  Republican  been  hew 
this  session? — A.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  They  would  not  have  any  objection  to  cominft 
would  they,  if  they  were  subpoenaed  ? 

A.  They  would  have  to  come  if  they  were  subpoenaed. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  think  they  would  have  any  objection  tf( 
coming?    You  need  not  answer  if  you  do  not  wish  to. 

Mr.  Stevens,  have  you  any  other  questions  to  ask? 

By  Mr.  Stevens:  j 

Q.  After  the  introduction  of  your  resolution  on  Thursday,  Feb- 
ruary 20,  when  did  you  first  make  up  your  first  list  of  witnesses  tt 
be  examined  before  this  committee  to  be  appointed  under  it!— L 
Why,  I  can  not  tell  you  the  date. 

Q.  Before  you  had  a  hearing  before  the  Committee  on  Rules  ?-i; 
rso;  I  think  not.  I  think  it  was  just  after  the  select  committee *4 
appointed.  j 

Q.  After  the  select  committee  was  appointed  on  the  6th  day  4 
March?— A.  I  should  think  that  would  be  about  the  time.  J 

Q.  So,  had  you  spoken  to  anybody  about  what  witnesses  would  b 
summoned  by  this  committee  ?— A.  I  think  I  had  talked  with  SenaW 
Thurston. 

Q.  Had  you  prepared  any  list  with  Senator  Thurston  of  the  nam* 
parS  auS  *°      Summoned  ?~ A-  My  impression  is  that  we  had  p* 
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Q.  You  had  prepared  it  together  with  him?  Did  you;  with  Sena- 
tor Thurston,  make  up  a  list  of  questions  for  those  witnesses? — A.  It 
was  discussed ;  yes. 

Q.  When  was  the  name  of  Frank  L.  Edinborough  agreed  upon  as 
one  of  the  witnesses  who  would  be  summoned  by  this  committee?— A.  - 
They  were  all  made  up — the  first  lot  was  made  up  at  the  same  time. 

Q.  You  handed  in  the  name  on  March  9.  You  handed  in  the  name 
of  W.  D.  Gordon,  Frank  L.  Edinborough,  and  how  long  before  that 
had  these  two  names  been  under  consideration? — A.  Only  a  short 
time. 

Q.  Can  you  state  about  how  long? — A.  No;  I  can  not.  I  think  that 
whole  list  was  made  up  just  shortly  before  it  was  handed  in..  • 

Q.  Did  you  have  their  names  under  consideration  before  this  Mich- 
igan newspaper  man  talked  to  you  and  gave  you  Gordon's  name? — A. 
j  did  not  know  their  names.  I  know  there  was  a  lawyer  out  there, 
but  I  did  not  know  his  name,  and  I  did  not  know  about  Edinborough 
until  after  that,  after  the  resolutions  were  in. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  it  until  after  the  resolutions  were  passed 
and  the  committee  had  been  appointed? — A.  No;  I  won't  say  after 
the  committee  had  been  appointed,  but  after  the  resolution  was 
passed.  Four  or  five  days  aiter  that  I  got  Mr.  Edinborough's  name 
and  Gordon's,  too. 

Q.  Then  it  was  about  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  this  commit- 
tee?— A.  Before. 

Q.  About  March  3  or  4? — A.  I  would  say  it  was  before  that.  It 
was  a  week  before. 

Q.  A  week  before  would  be  about  February  27,  then.  About  the 
time  you  introduced  your  resolution. — A.  It  was  during  that  week 
that  this  young  man  that  I  have  referred  to  came  into  my  office  and 
I  got  those  names  first  from  him. 

Q.  Mr.  Webster  testified  that  he  came  in  about  March  4  or  5. — A. 
He  came  in  again. 

Q.  Before  that? — A.  No;  he  came  in  again  after  that — well,  that 
was  the  second  time  that  he  came  in,  probably,  that  he  brought  the 
initials  of  Gordon. 

Q.  Can  you  identify  when  he  came  in  the  first  time? — A.  It  was  a 
few  days  after  the  resolution  went  in. 

Q.  The  resolution  went  in  on  the  20th  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  About  how  long  was  it  before  your  appearance  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Kules?  I  want  to  get  that  as  accurately  as  possible.  The 
resolution  was  introduced  on  Thursday,  February  20,  about  2  p.  m., 
so  you  state.  Your  appearance  before  the  Committee  on  Kules  was 
on  February  25,  which  would  be  the  Tuesday  following.  Now,  did 
this  Michigan  man  come  in  during  that  day  or  after? — A.  He  came 
in  the  first  time,  I  would  say,  between  the  22d  and  the  25th. 

Q.  Between  the  22d  and  the  25th  ? — A.  That  is  my  impression. 

Q.  And  up  to  the  time  of  his  appearance,  the  only  information  you 
had  was  from  Mr.  Foss  concerning  Gordon's  connection  with  Loud  ? — 
A.  Oh,  I  had  heard  that  talked  of. 

Q.  Where  did  you  hear  it? — A.  I  could  not  tell  you.  The  onlv 
thing  positive  I  had  was  from  what  Mr.  Loud  and  Mr.  Foss  had  said. 

Q.  Can  not  you  identify  any  place  you  may  have  heard  it  or  any 
person  you  may  have  talked  with  about  it? — A.  No,  sir;  not  on  those 
two. 
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Q.  Mr.  Edinborough  testified,  page  715,  that  on  the  22d  day  of 
February  he  was  notified  that  he  probably  would  be  summoned  to 
Washington. — A.  Well,  that  is  something  that  I  knew  nothing  abso- 
lutely about 

Q.  You  had  not  given  any  intimation,  then,  up  to  that  time!— A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  That  Mr.  Edinborough 's  name  was  under  consideration  ?— A. 
No.  sir.    I  did  not  know  Mr.  Edinborough's  name  on  the  22d. 

Q.  You  knew  about  this  fact  of  Mr.  Gordon's  alleged  candidacy  on 
the  20th,  when  you  gave  your  interview  to  the  Washington  Post,  did 
you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  must  have  known  it  then. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  some  person  knew  the  facts  sufficient  to  notify  these  same 
things  to  Mr.  Edinborough  by  telegraph  from  Washington  on  Feb- 
ruary 22,  so  he  testifies,  and  some  person  knew  this  connection  to  send 
an  anonymous  letter  to  Mr.  Edinborough  from  Washington  on  Feb- 
ruary 15.  Now,  you  see  there  is  that  same  fact  appearing  at  those 
three  different  times.  Can  you  identify,  after  this  statement,  anj 
person  you  talked  with  who  would  have  known  of  that  fact  befoe 
you  introduced  your  resolution  so  that  he  would  know  it  on  February 
15,  or  afterwards,  so  that  he  would  notify  Mr.  Edinborough  on  Feb- 
ruary 22  ?— A.  No,  sir ;  I  left  here  February  12  and  returned  on  the 
19th,  and  I  am  sure  that  I  did  not  talk  with  any  person  who  could 
have  given  Mr.  Edinborough  any  information. 

Q.  These  facts  do  appear :  That  the  anonymous  letter  was  9ent  to 
Mr.  Edinborough  stating  that  Mr.  Gordon  had  been  a  candidate 
against  Mr.  Loud  and  withdrawn  at  the  instance  of  the  Electric  Bost 
Company,  and  that  letter  reached  Mr.  Edinborough  on  the  17th  or 
18th  of  February.  Your  resolution  was  introduced  on  the  20th,  and 
you  gave  an  interview  in  the  Washington  Post  on  the  20th  embodying 
practically  that  same  statement.  Now,  on  the  22d,  two  days  later,  Mr. 
Edinborough  testifies  that  he  was  notified  by  a  friend  of  his  in  Bay 
City,  a  Bay  City  reporter  of  the  Detroit  News,  that  he  would  te 
summoned  to  Washington  to  testify  as  to  those  facts.  Now,  can  not 
you  indicate  to  us  any  person  you  talked  with,  in  this  mass  of  rumofi 
that  you  said  were  prevailing  here,  who  would  know  about  these  facts 
and  be  interested  in  informing  Mr.  Edinborough  in  those  two  ways!— 
A.  I  would  not  know  unless  this  correspondent  who  gave  me  his 
name  was  in  my  office  on  the  22d.  That  might  be  possible.  If  he 
was  in  my  office  on  the  22d  and  cave  me  those  names,  I  may  have  in- 
timated to  him  that  they  might  De  summoned. 

Q.  So  you  might  have  told  the  correspondent  on  that  day!— A.  I 
might  have,  but  I  do  not  recall  it. 

Q.  If  you  told  it A.  That  day  comes  a  little  early,  it  seems  to 

me.    I  would  have  said  that  he  was  not  in  there  until  a  little  later. 

Q.  That  is  why  I  want  you  to  place  your  recollection  just  as  closely 
as  possible.  Can  you  indicate  the  time  of  the  visit  of  that  young 
man  ? — A.  I  am  certain  I  did  not  know  Mr.  Edinborough's  name  or 
where  he  lived  or  that  there  was  such  a  person, 

Q.  Or  that  he  was  to  be  subpoenaed* — A.  Or  that  he  was  to  be 
subpoenaed,  until  after  the  20th. 

Q.  (Showing  witness  papers.)  These  are  the  questions  prepared 
for  Mr.  Edinborough  and  Mr.  Gordon;  that  is  your  name  signed;  as 
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I  take  it,  that  is  your  signature? — A.  Yes.  Those  were  prepared 
some  time  after  that,  though. 

Q.  Who  prepared  those  questions? — A.  Why,  I  think  they  were 
prepared  with  the  advice  of  Senator  Thurston. 

Q.  Who  dictated  the  substance  of  them? — A.  I  do  not  know 
whether  Senator  Thurston  dictated  the  substance  of  them  or  not.  If 
he  did  not,  they  must  have  been  prepared  by  Mr.  Neff. 

Q.  So  that  the  substance  of  these  questions  was  prepared  either  by 
Senator  Thurston  or  Mr.  Neff? — A.  After  consultation  with  me. 

Q.  After  consultation  with  you?  Now,  did  you  furnish  the  facts 
that  were  the  basis  of  these  questions,  as  you  recall  ? — A.  I  probably 
did;  many  of  them,  anyhow. 

Q.  So  that  the  connection  of  Mr.  Loud  with  Mr.  Gordon  as  indi- 
cated as  a  basis  for  these  questions  were  furnished  by  you? — A.  If 
you  will  let  me  look  those  questions  over.  [After  looking  paper  over.] 
Yes,  sir.  After  discussion  or  consultation  with  Senator  Thurston 
those  questions  were  gotten  up. 

Q.  And  you  furnished  the  substance  of  them  ? — A.  Much  of  it. 

Q.  And  that  is  your  signature  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  of  ques- 
tions to  be  submitted  to  W.  D.  Gordon  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  of  the  questions  submitted  to  Frank  L.  Edinborough? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  about  when  those  questions  were  prepared? — 
A.  Why,  just  shortly  before  those  witnesses  appeared  here,  I  think. 

Q.  They  appeared  on  April  2.  Mr.  Gordon  appeared  a  day  earlier 
and  Mr.  Edinborough  on  April  2.  Can  you  recall  when  they  were 
prepared? — A.  Sometime  in  March,  I  should  say. 

Q.  When  Mr.  Edinborough  called  on  you  the  night  before  his 
appearance  before  this  committee,  did  you  go  over  this  matter  with 
him? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  inform  him  what  questions  would  be  propounded  to 
him? — A.  Not  a  question. 

Q.  Did  you  go  over  with  him  the  substance  of  the  anonymous  letter 
he  had  received? — A.  No,  sir.  He  told  me  he  had  received  some 
anonymous  communication. 

Q.  Did  you  examine  into  it  at  that  time  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  what  was  in  it  ? — A.  I  did  not.  I  did  not  ask 
to  examine  it.  He  asked  me  if  I  had  received  any.  I  told  him  I  had ; 
a  large  number. 

Q.  Did  he  show  it  to  you? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  had  no  curiosity  to  find  out  what  was  in  it? — A.  I  did 
not  care  to"  ask  him. 

Q.  You  did  not  examine  him  ? — A.  No,  sir ;  I  did  not.  I  never  saw 
it  or  looked  at  it.  He  never  took  it  out  of  his  pocket  if  he  had  it 
with  him. 

Q.  Have  you  read  Mr.  Loud's  testimony  as  to  his  connection  with 
Mr.  Gordon? — A.  Well,  I  have  not  read  it;  I  heard  it. 

Q.  As  you  read  Mr.  Gordon's  testimony  as  to  his  connection  with 
Mr.  Loud? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  testimony  of  both  of  them  to  the  effect  that 
there  never  was  any  such  fact  that  Mr.  Gordon  was  a  candidate 
against  Mr.  Loud,  or  suggestion  or  intimation  that  he  ever  would  be 
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a  candidate  against  Mr.  Loud — you  observed  that  in  the  record?— A. 
I  think  there  was  some  such,  that  he  was  talked  of  in  the  papers. 

Q.  That  was  in  Mr.  Edinborough's  testimony? — A.  Did  not  Gor- 
don say  that  he  had  been  mentioned  in  the  papers  as  a  candidate? 

Q.  Well,  he  said  that  he  had  been  mentioned,  but  Mr.  Edinboroogh 
went  into  that  more  fully. — A.  I  think  Mr.  Gordon  said  he  had  been 
talked  of. 

Q.  Mr.  Gordon  said  he  had  never  been ;  never  intimated  he  would 
be  a  candidate  against  Mr.  Loud,  and  Mr.  Loud  said  the  same  thing. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  you  a  very  few  questions  on  a  perfectly  familiar 
subject,  and  I  believe  a  favorite  one  with  you.  It  is  the  subject  of  the 
cost  of  submarines.  I  want  to  ask  if  you  have  ever  built  a  sub- 
marine?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  assist  in  building  one  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  one  built? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  study  the  plans  of  one  being  built? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  study  the  plans  for  building  one? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  examine  the  cost  of  building  one? — A.  Only 
from  the  documents. 

Q.  From  any  other  sources? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  pay  for  one? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  help  to  pay  for  one? — A.  Only  by  taxation. 

Q.  That  is  indirect.  You  could  not  calculate  vour  part  of  it  for 
the  life  of  you.  Did  you  ever  own  a  ship  of  any  kind  ? — A.  I  owned 
an  interest  in  one  once. 

Q.  Was  it  built  l>efore  or  after — did  you  buy  an  interest  in  one 
alreadv  built? — A.  It  was  building. 

Q.  Iron  or  wooden? — A.  Wooden;  a  merchant  vessel. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  her  cost? — A.  No;  that  wa?  t 
good  manv  vears  ago.  Mv  impression  is  it  cost  $64,000.  It  wa* 
built  at  Bath. 

Q.  A  wooden  ship? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  A  schooner? — A.  She  was  a  brig  or  a  barque. 

Q.  Or  a  brigantine.  You  know  a  brigatine  by  her  rig?— A.  I 
did  at  that  time.     I  don't  know  as  I  could  tell  now. 

Q.  A  brigantine  carries  a  yard  on  the  mainmast? — A.  She  has 
one  yard. 

Qf  If  a  brig,  she  has  one.  What  was  her  tonnage? — A.  I  can  not 
remember.     It  is  a  good  many  years  ago. 

Q.  You  have  no  interest  in  one  now? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  make  any  study  of  the  cost  of  submarines  ?— A. 
Only  f rom*  the  testimony  of  other  people. 

Q.  The  testimony  of  whom? — A.  Admirals  Bowles,  Melville. 
O'Neil,  and  Captain  Lake. 

Q.  You  have  examined  carefully  the  report  and  testimony  of  tho* 
persons  before  the  Naval  Committee  of  the  House  and  Senate,  and  in ^ 
what  other  form A.  I  am  very  familiar  with  their  figures. 

Q.  You  have  never  examined  any  other  sources  of  information  to 
form  a  basis  of  calculation  of  the  cost,  have  you?  Lake,  Bowl*. 
O'Neil,  and  Melville — have  you  ever  examined  any  other  outside  of 
those?  Have  you  ever  gone  to  any  other  source  for  the  cost  of  sub- 
marines or  made  any  calculations  irom  any  other  sources  of  author 
ity  ? — A.  No,  sir ;  I  have  not ;  but  I  would  like  to. 
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Q.  That  is  one  of  the  things  I  would  like  to  do,  too.  That  is  the 
fact,  is  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  isn't  it  a  further  fact  that  you  have  never  made  a  calcu- 
lation the  result  of  which  you  have  stated  either  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  to  any  newspaper  reporter,  or  to  this  committee  at  any 
time?— A.  What  is  that? 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  you  have  never  yourself,  using  the  data  from 
these  sources,  or  any  one  of  them,  made  a  calculation  as  to  the  cost 
of  submarines,  the  result  of  which  calculation  you  have  given  either 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules  or  any  newspaper  or  to  this  committee? — 
A.  1  have  not  made  figures  myself;  no. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  call  a  calculation — ciphering,  we  used  to  call 
it.  You  have  never  done  any  ciphering  on  it,  have  you? — A.  Not 
personally. 

Q.  If  you  did  not  do  the  ciphering  personally,  you  do  not  know 
much  about  it? — A.  I  ordered  some  or  it  done.  No;  I  have  not  done 
any  ciphering. 

Q.  The  subject  is  perfectly  familiar.  There  is  no  difficulty  about 
this.  But  you  have  never  made  the  calculations  on  this  subject, 
taken  either  from  Bowles  or  amr  other  of  those  you  have  named  ? — A. 
I  do  not  remember,  except  one  day  in  my  office  at  the  desk  I  think 
I  made  some  figures  on  Bowles's  testimony. 

Q.  What  did  you  get? — A.  It  was  not  beyond  dividing  the  tons  by 
the  estimated  cost,  which  made  $745,  ttf  show  the  cost  per  ton. 

Q.  That  would  be  only  one  factor  in  the  other  calculation  of  the 
subject  of  gross  profits? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  never  have  made  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  the  fact.  Now,  you  state  that  generally,  in  this  way, 
as  I  remember  your  testimony,  you  said  generally  tney  have  made 
a  profit  of  about  a  million  dollars  on  the  contracts  already  obtained. 
They  will  make  a  profit  of  a  million  dollars  on  the  new  contracts 
let,  I  presume,  in  November  and  December  last. — A.  No;  the  con- 
tracts to  come.     . 

Q.  If  this  bill  passes? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  out  of  the  total  appropriations  up  to  date  your  mini- 
mum estimate  has  been  $2,000,000,  one  million  already  made  and  a 
million  to  be  made;  that  is  right? — A.  Yes,  if  the  money  appropri- 
ated goes  in. 

Q.  That  is  your  minimum  figure.  You  appear  in  another  place 
to  state  it  in  round  numbers  at  a  million  and  a  half? — A.  Based  on 
Bowles's  figures. 

Q.  And  you  have  stated,  and  we  will  bear  in  mind  you  said  you 
did  not  make  those  figures? — A.  Personally  I  did  "not  make  the 
figures. 

Q.  I  do  not  want  you  to  claim  any  figuring  that  you  did  not  do. — 
A.  I  ordered  them  to  be  made. 

Q.  I  know  you  did,  but  I  want  you  to  understand  that  I  am 
drawing  this  distinction,  that  figures  will  not  lie,  so  don't  vou  adopt 
any  other  means  of  ciphering.  Now,  a  million  and  a  half  in  round 
numbers  is  one  calculation  you  have  made,  and  if  you  are  informed 
upon  the  subject  you  will  know  that  that  result  can  not  be  derived 
from  Bowles's  figures.  If  you  used  Bowles's  figures  as  a  basis  of 
calculation  on  contracts  already  let  and  calculate  the  45  cents — 
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Bowles  states  it  in  so  many  dollars  and  45  cents,  if  I  remember.-A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  vou  make  the  calculation  and  include  the  45  cents,  you  get 
the  result  of  $1,476,296.60  exactly.  But  if  you  leave  off  the  45 
cents,  then  you  get  the  result,  with  simple  ciphering,  that  is  stated 
by  you  of  $1,519,738.58.  So  that  whoever  calculated  that  to  which 
you  signed  your  name  left  off  the  45  cents  in  Bowles's  testimony. 
Are  you  aware  of  that  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  not  aware  of  that? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  can  try  it  when  you  feel  like  ciphering.  The  important 
fact,  however,  is  that  you  have  stated  what  the  profits  are  when,  is 
a  matter  of  fact,  you  never  calculated  them.  You  never  attempted  to 
calculate  them  ? — A.  I  had  them  calculated  by  a  Yale  graduate. 

Q.  Yes;  by  a  Yale  graduate.  Now,  then,  is  it  or  is  it  not  true  that 
if  there  was  no  excessive  profit  off  this  sum  of  a  million  and  a  half. 
or  any  other  sum,  if  there  was  no  excessive  profit  in  the  contract  price 
of  these  boats,  then  you  have  no  charge  to  make  against  the  Electric 
Boat  Company,  have  you  ? — A.  I  would  not  say  that 

Q.  Let  us  see  if  you  should  not  say  that,  itaven't  you  stated  sev- 
eral times  in  this  investigation  that  the  bottom  of  the  trouble— the 
inducement  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  bribe  Members  and 
corrupt  the  Department,  to  resort  to  various  things,  75-cent  cigars, 
etc. — was  because  of  these  exorbitant  and  extravagant  profits?— A. 
I  did  not  put  it  in  that  language.     That  is  the  incentive. 

Q.  That  is  the  inducement ;  and  if  that  incentive  did  not  exist 
then  these  practices  would  not  exist.  Haven't  you  stated  that  or 
would  not  you  say  that  now  ? — A.  Substantially  that. 

Q.  That  if  this  profit  did  not  exist,  that  the  incentive  would  be  re- 
moved and  the  practices  of  course  would  not  be  adopted? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  If  you  have  never  made  this  calculation  ana  never  inquired, 
then,  whether  these  were  or  were  not  excessive  profits,  does  it  not 
make  it  possible  that  there  could  be  an  honest  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  whether  these  excessive  profits  existed?  In  other  words. -let 
us  get  that  down  into  concrete  form.  If  naval  officers,  charged  with 
the  responsibility  of  letting  and  making  these  contracts,  in  this  in- 
vestigation testify  that  no  such  exorbitant,  extravagant  profits  exist  in 
the  contract,  and  they  testify  that  from  having  made  the  calculations, 
and  having  experience  in  the  matter  of  a  portion  of  these  calculations, 
are  they,  or  you,  who  positively  never  made  a  calculation  about  it 
better  entitled  to  be  believed  ? — A.  They  have  let  a  contract  for  $1,059 
a  ton  for  seven  submarine  boats,  which  I  believe  can  be  built  for  $600 
a  ton. 

Q.  Yet  you  never  built  a  submarine  ? — A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Never  saw  one  built? — A.  I  have  never  built  one;  but  you  heard 
the  testimony  the  other  day  of  a  man  that  is  responsible 

Q.  Who  was  he? — A.  Lake  testified  that  he  would  take  the  con- 
tract at  $745,  and  I  believe  he  would  make  a  handsome  profit.  1 
have  seen  the  first  Holland  that  was  made.  It  looked  like  a  little 
raft ;  a  little  small  thing  which  has  been  tied  up  down  there  it 
Annapolis  for  a  number  of  years.  It  don't  look  as  though  it  ougM 
to  cost  anything  like  that. 

Q.  It  had  barnacles  on  the  bottom  of  it  ? — A.  I  presume  so. 

Q.  Then  it  had  sea  moss  on  that,  and  then  the  paint  had  won  of 
of  it,  and  it  looked  exactly  like  one  of  the  rafts  carried  usuallv  on  the 
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deck  of  a  steamship.    But  what  has  that  to  do  with  it?    I  asked  you, 
under  your  confessed  ignorance  of  the  matter  of  the  cost  of  one- 


A.  I  do  not  confess  ignorance  of  the  matter  of  the  cost  of  one  from 
the  mere  fact  that  I  have  not  compiled  the  figures  myself.  I  have 
heard  those  figures  discussed  for  years,  and  nobody  disputes  them. 

Q.  I  want  to  know  whether  or  not  we  agree  on  this,  that  you  con- 
fess ignorance  of  having  made  this  calculation.  You  have  never 
made  the  calculations? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Therefore  you  do  not  know  whether  you  are  accurately  stating 
the  fact  in  any  statement  you  have  made  of  the  price? — A.  I  know 
approximately. 

Q.  Tou  say  approximately.  Now,  you  quote  Lake.  Did  Lake  say 
that  these  were  unreasonable  profits,  if  they  were  profits? — A.  I  do 
not  recall  that  he  said  anything  about  it. 

Q.  You  heard  Flint's  testimony  ? — A.  Not  all  of  it.  I  did  not  hear 
that  part  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  that  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  would  not  have  believed  it  if  you  had  heard  it? — A.  I  was 
not  interested  in  Flint. 

Q.  You  were  not  interested  in  Flint? — A.  In  his  testimony. 

Q.  Let  me  draw  your  attention  to  another  thing.  You  have  stated 
in  this  article  of  the  19th  that  the  Lake  people  offered  to  build  a 
series  of  boats  for  a  certain  number  of  dollars  cheaper  per  ton  than 
the  other  people.  Did  you  make  that  calculation? — A.  I  made  that 
calculation  in  my  head  from  the  testimony  here  of  the  Lake  boat. 

Q.  You  made  it  on  a  basis  of  tonnage  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  tonnage  is  not  an  accurate  basis  of  com- 
parison?— A.  Well,  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  not;  no.  It  is  the  basis 
that  is  generally  used,  I  think. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  is  not  accurate  ?  Don't  you  know  that  it 
is  not  the  proper  basis  for  reaching  conclusions  to  be  used  as  testi- 
mony and  to  affect  serious  investigation? — A.  No:  I  don't  know 
that. 

Q.  Neff  knows  more  than  you  do,  then.  You  dissent  to  what  Neff 
said  ? — A.  Oh,  I  can  tell  you  that  much,  as  the  size  increases  the  cost 
diminishes. 

Q.  Are  not  you  prepared  to  say  that  the  mattsr  of  tonnage  as  a 
basis  of  price  is  not  a  fair  one  for  a  serious  investigation? — A.  The 
difference  between  the  decreased  cost  as  to  the  tonnage  would  not  be 
a  million  and  a  half  dollars  by  any  means. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  whether  or  not  that  was  a  fair  price  for 
these  boats  or  whether  that  was  an  unfair  or  unreasonable  profit.  I 
never  have  asked  you  that  question,  and  I  would  not  ask  you  that 
question.  I  have  absolutely  no  consideration  for  any  result  that  you 
would  reach  any  more  than  what  I  would  reach.  I  am  trying  to  get 
that  question  away  from  you  to  the  men  who  are  calculated  to  know 
something  about  it.  That  is  why  I  asked  you.  Do  not  be  afraid  of 
it.  I  have  only  put  it  in  the  form  of  a  hypothetical  question.  If  these 
profits  were  so  and  so,  they  could  be,  unaer  certain  conditions,  exces- 
sive or  otherwise,  and  I  am  not  trying  to  get  you  to  swear  anything 
about  that  matter  as  to  whether  these  were  excessive  profits  or  any 
profits.  Now,  on  the  face  of  this  statement  you  make  that  the  Lake 
people  offered  to  build  a  series  of  boats  that  run  on  the  average  of 
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tonnage  several  hundreds  of  dollars  cheaper  than  the  electric  com-    i 
pany — as  a  matter  of  fact,  did  you  make  that  calculation?— A.  Xc 
sir. 

Q.  If  you  had  made  that  calculation  and  had  reached  that  resoL 
would  you  be  prepared  to  say  that  that  was  a  fair  measure  of  the  vihe    \ 
of  the  Lake  contract  or  the  Lake  proposals  and  the  Electric  Boat 
Company's  proposals? — A.  I  believe  that  they  both  get  exorbitant 
prices. 

Q.  I  have  nothing  on  earth  to  do  with  that.  I  am  asking  yoo 
whether  or  not  that  is  a  fair  basis  of  comparison  between  the  pro- 
posals of  the  two  companies.  Relatively  tne  boats  cost  something, 
whether  they  are  wortn  anything  or  not.  They  cost  something!— 
A.  They  cost. 

Q.  And  if  they  are  going  to  get  anything  in  the  neighborhood  of 
what  they  cost,  they  would  get  some  sum.  and  they  would  be  worth 
some  other  surn^  Now,  are  you  prepared  to  say  that  that  was  a  fair 
basis  of  comparison  ? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  You  think  so?— A.  I  do. 

Q.  Then  you  think  that  in  the  purchase A.  You  mean  a  fair 

basis  of  comparison  of  the  costs  ? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Oh,  I  don't  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  Then,  do  you  repudiate  this  statement  that  the  Lake  people 
were  offering  a  boat  for  $320  per  ton  cheaper  than  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  ? — A.  I  mean  that  I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  rela- 
tive costs  between  the  different  sizes  of  boats. 

Q.  But  here  is  a  statement  that  has  occurred  at  the  beginning  of 
these  hearings,  at  page  356 : 

I  submit  a  comparative  statement  of  tJie  bids  submitted  by  tbe  Electric  I**c 
Company  and  the  Lake  Torj>edo  Boat  Company  for  tbe  construction  of  snb- 
marines,  on  April  30,  1907,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  submarines  to  he 
constructed  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  are  to  cost  on  an  average  of  about 
$320  per  ton  more  than  the  prices  offered  by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 
under  guaranties  to  the  Navy  Department  and  subject  to  the  performance  ef 
all  tests  prescribed  or  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Navy  Department  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  their  acceptance.  By  this  statement  it  will  also  be  seen  that  tbe 
lowest  price  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  is  $800  a  ton,  which  approaches 
very  closely  the  price  given  by  Admiral  Bowles. 

The  general  result  of  that  has  appeared  in  various  forms  in  this 
investigation  for  some  time.  I  want  to  know  if  you  are  prepared  to 
admit  that  you  know  that  the  greater  cheapness,  relatively,  does 
exist  between  the  boats  offered  by  the  Lake  people  and  the  boats  of- 
fered by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  ? — A.  1  only  know  it  from  the 
wav  it  figures  out. 

0-  Did  you  figure  it  out  ? — A.  No ;  I  did  not. 

Q.  So  you  do  not  know  it  that  way.  if  you  did  not  figure  it  out  and 
reach  that  result;  and  are  you  prepared  to  say  that,  for  a  serious 
investigation,  it  is  a  fair  basis  ot  comparison? — A.  I  think  it  is. 

Q.  You  think  it  is.  Would  not  that  be  a  fair  basis  of  comparison 
if  you  were  undertaking  to  build  colliers,  whose  sole  function  should 
be  to  carry  so  many  tons  of  coal  ? — A.  As  between  colliers? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  As  between  the  sizes,  I  do  not  think  you  could  cod1' 
pare  the  cost  between  two  different  colliers  as  to  size  as  you  could  in 
submarines.  There  is  no  machinery  or  mechanical  appliances  in 
colliers. 
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Q.  Colliers  are  of  very  much  simpler  form  of  construction  and 
cheaper  and  easier  to  calculate  the  cost. — A.  I  presume  the  rule  would 
apply  in  colliers,  and  the  same  rule  would  apply  here;  I  am  not  in- 
formed on  that. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  it  is  easier  to  get  the  cost  of  submarines  than 
it  is  of  colliers? — A.  No:  I  should  think  it  would  be  the  other  way. 

Q.  Of  course  it  would.  Now,  then,  in  the  matter  of  submarines, 
what  are  the  points?  Would  it  be  a  matter  of  tonnage  that  the  Gov- 
ernment was  after?  What  do  you  want  of  a  submarine? — A.  I  do 
not  want  anything. 

Q.  I  know  you  do  not,  but  the  Government  wants  a  submarine  for 
the  purpose  of  acting  unseen,  for  the  purpose  of  being  unhindered  in 
placing  a  destructive  projectile  under  the  ship  of  the  enemy. — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  you  can  do  that  with  a  30-ton  machine  as  well  as  you  could 
with  a  3,000-ton  machine,  it  is  better  and  cheaper  to  do  it  with  the 
30-ton,  isn't  it? — A.  I  am  not  prepared  to  go  into  the  proper  size  of 
submarines. 

Q.  I  am  not  going  into  the  size ;  hence  I  have  given  30  tons  on  the 
one  hand  and  3,000  tons  on  the  other.  That  ought  not  to  annoy  you. 
If  it  can  be  done  with  the  smaller  one,  isn't  it  cheaper,  cheaper  for 
the  Government  if  it  can  be  done  thoroughly? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  why  should  the  Government  be  interested  in  the  mere 
tonnage  in  getting  submarines? — A.  I  believe  that  progress  is  toward 
larger  submarines. 

Q.  Why? — A.  I  hear  certain  governments  are  building  800-ton 
submarines. 

Q.  For  what  reason  ? — A.    I  can  not  tell  you. 

Q.  Well,  I  can't  tell  you.  I  am  not  on  the  Naval  Committee.  But 
you  know — tell  me. — A.  Except  by  experimentation  they  have  come 
to  the  conclusions  that  the  larger  vessel  is  the  better. 

Q.  For  what  reason? — A.  I  can  not  give  you  the  reason. 

Q.  Isn't  it  because  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  getting  greater  surface 
and  submergence  speed? — A.  Very  likely. 

Q.  And  that  you  have  to  build  a  very  much  larger  vessel  to  get  the 
relative  power  to  drive  her  at  the  relative  increased  speed  that  is  de- 
sirable so  as  to  get  quickly  to  the  enemy  that  comes  in  sight,  or  quickly 
away  from  the  enemy,  and  quickly  from  one  base  of  operations 
to  another  base  of  operations? — A.  Very  likely. 

Q.  So  that  the  question  of  tonnage  is  merely  the  «peed  and  effi- 
ciency to  be  developed  in  the  craft,  isn't  it  ?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  what  is  the  Government  paying  its  money  for?  Is  it 
paying  it  for  tonnage  or  for  speed  afloat  and  awash,  submerged  and 
in  various  conditions  under  which  the  craft  is  expected  to  operate? — 
A.  It  would  have  to  take  into  consideration  all  of  these  things. 

Q.  But  if  the  object  was  not  to  get  speed,  but  the  object  was  way 
beyond  that — to  discharge  a  torpedo  at  a  critical  moment — then  the 
matter  of  speed  would  be  subordinate  to  all  those  things,  wouldn't 
it?  Now,  tnen,  what  would  be  a  fair  basis  of  test  and  comparison 
between  the  boats  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  Lake  Boat 
Company?  Would  it  be  a  matter  of  tonnage  or  a  matter  of  effi- 
ciency ? — A.  Well,  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  you  on  that  point. 

Q.  Of  course  you  do.  You  have  read  everything  on  this  subject 
generally.  Have  you  read  the  Lake  boat  contract  made  in  Feb- 
ruary?— A.  I  have  nut. 
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Q.  Have  you  read  the  Electric  boat  contract  ? — A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Made  in  November? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  They  are  both  printed  in  these  hearings,  and  are  you  aware  4 
the  fact  that  these  printed  contracts  made  by  the  same  Navy  Depart- 
ment, within  sixty  days  of  each  other,  contain  within  themselves  «a 
their  face  every  single  cardinal  point  to  be  built  for  or  be  built  np  to 
in  these  two  boats? — A.  I  have  not  seen  the  contracts. 

Q.  It  is  in  your  power  to  read.  It  is  in  the  record,  and  if  you  hid 
read  it  you  could  not  have  avoided  the  conclusion  that  the  Navy  De- 
partment had  undertaken  to  get  efficiency  and  that  tonnage  was  b<* 
the  basis  of  comparison. — A.  I  think  the  Navy  Department  belies 
they  have  got  to  get  tonnage  to  get  efficiency  and  speed. 

Q.  Do  you  adhere  to  the  proposition  that  the  difference  between  tfe 
Lake  bids  and  the  Electric  Boat  Company  bids  are  a  difference  of 
$320  or  any  other  sum  between  the  two? — A.  I  have  not  figured  ihit 
out. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anybody  who  has  figured  it  out  on  this  basis: 
The  Lake  Company  proposes  to  build  ten  boats  without  refer- 
ence to  tonnage,  but  aggregating  so  many  horsepower  of  sur- 
face speed,  so  many  horsepower  of  submerged  speed,  so  man? 
minutes  for  transformation  from  the  ^bove-surface  situation  to 
the  below-surface  situation,  so  many  feet,  rods,  or  inches  in  whiei 
the  ship  can  be  turned  after  that,  and  if  a  comparison  of  that  son 
were  made  and  the  figures  were  accurately  made,  and  it  showed  that 
the  Lake  turns  one  knot  in  excess  or  one  knot  less  than  the  Electnc 
boat  turns,  would  it  afford  any  argument  in  the  sense  you  have  u*d 
it  ? — A.  I  am  not  going  to  agree  with  you  that  tonnage  does  not  affitf 
the  price. 

Q.  Precisely.  Just  as  you  would  not  agree  with  me  that  the  shell 
of  it  would  not  affect  a  hickory  nut,  and  nobody  has  ever  been  hick- 
ory-nut hunting  that  did  not  have  in  mind  that  there  was  enough  of 
kernel  inside  the  shell  to  make  it  profitable.  And  I  am  not  saying  « 
does  not  affect  the  price ;  but  I  am  saying  it  is  the  very  least  part  of 
the  consideration.  It  is  the  least  expensive  part  of  the  construction. 
Do  you  differ  with  me? — A.  I  do~ 

Q.  Why  ?— A.  I  differ  in  this  respect,  that  I  think  that  either  bott 
requires  more  expensive  and  more  powerful  machinery  on  a  500-tojj 
boat  than  on  a  350-ton  boat ;  they  have  not  only  to  make  the  bull 
larger,  but  everything  else  larger,  and  stronger,  in  about  the  saitf 
proportion,  and  it  would  not  affect  the  price  per  ton  to  any  gw*1 
extent.    That  is  my  idea. 

Q.  How  do  you  get  at  it  that  the  larger  boat  requires  more  mate- 
rial and  heavier  machinery? — A.  The  purpose  is  to  drive  it  faster, 
at  a  higher  rate  of  speed,  and  that  requires  additional  strength  and 
power. 

Q.  And  this  is  a  more  expensive  boat  than  a  boat  of  less  power?- 
A.  It  costs  more  to  build,  of  course. 

Q.  We  can  not  differ  about  that,  I  think;  we  will  pass  on  over 
that  and  get  to  this  analysis  of  it.  No  excessive  profit  resting  on  that. 
then  there  is  no  incentive  for  this  company  to  seek  to  corrupt  »°r 
the  Lake  Company  nor  any  other  company  to  seek  to  corrupt  •-" 
A.  If  there  is  no  excessive  profit. 

Q.  But  whether  there  is  excessive  profit  is  more  readily  and  es^l? 
and  accurately  determined  by  persons  having  a  knowledge  of  tk 


HEABINGS  ON   HOUSE   RESOLUTION   288.  1607 

subject  of  building  and  the  cost  of  building  these  things  than  a 
man  in  your  position  and  mind,  who  never  even  has  made  a  calcula- 
tion on  somebody  else's  data.  Do  you  agree  with  that? — A.  I  will 
agree  that  from  my  knowledge  of  you  you  would  buy  them  cheaper 
than  either  have  been  bought  by  the  Government. 

Q.  That  is  on  your  theory  that  a  good,  shrewd  business  man  would 
make  a  better  bargain  than  the  Navy  Department  has  made.  That 
is  your  proposition,  isn't  it  ? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  But  you  have  set  yourself  up  to  criticise  the  Navy  Department 
and  inferentially  to  say  that  they  lacked  shrewrd  business  judgment, 
haven't  you? — A.  That  was  all  brought  out  in  my  testimony  the 
other  day. 

Q.  You  do  not  mind  repeating  it  now,  if  it  is  good?  They  lacked 
business  judgment,  you  say? — A.  I  think  they  made  very  poor  bar- 
gains in  letting  these  large  submarines. 

Q.  You  need  not  be  tenderf ooted  about  this ;  I  am  absolutely  in- 
different of  any  opinion  you  have  of  the  Navy  Department.  Any 
opinion  you  have  of  the  Navy  Department  has  no  part  in  this  case. — 
A.  I  assume  it  has  not. 

Q.  So  that  you  may  answer  the  question,  if  that  is  your  judgment, 
if  they  lacked  that  shrewd  business  judgment  that  would  enable  them 
to  make  a  better,  closer  trade  for  the  United  States? — A.  That  they 
lacked  open  competition. 

Q.  We  will  come  to  that.  I  am  glad  you  reminded  me  of  it.  Isn't 
it  true  that  you  charge  that  they  Tacked  this  shrewd  business  judg- 
ment, and  charge  it  without  a  knowledge  of  the  subject-matter  actu- 
ally acquired,  or  even  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  that  could  be  got  by 
the  exercise  of  your  brains  in  making  calculations  ? — A.  No ;  I  do  not 
agree  with  that.    Those  are  your  words.    They  are  not  mine. 

Q.  Then  I  will  get  the  words  out  of  you.  What  do  you  know  about 
building  a  submarine  boat? — A.  I  have  had  no  experience. 

Q.  What  do  you  know  about  the  cost  of  building  submarine 
boats  ? — A.  From  the  testimony  that  has  been  given  from  day  to  day 
by  expert  men  who  do  know. 

Q.  Is  there  a  single  instance  in  which  that  express  testimony  has 
been  applied  concretely  to  any  given,  named  boat  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  have  you  made  any  calculation  based  on  data  furnished 
by  anyof  those  experts? — A.  No,  sir;  but  I  believe 

Q.  Then  how  are  you  in  a  position  to  know? — A.  I  believe  these 
boats  can  be  built  for  even  less  than  Bowles's  figures. 

Q.  I  know  you  believe  very  much  as  a  man  entertains  his  belief  in 
his  Maker.  I  want  to  know,  now,  when  you  reduce  it  to  the  element 
of  what  your  knowledge  is  based  on  ? — A.  I  have  told  you  what  my 
knowledge  is  based  on  a  number  of  times. 

Q.  It  is  ignorance  on  this  subject? — A.  On  the  testimony  of  emi- 
nent men,  practical  men,  and  men  of  good  business  ability. 

Q.  Do  you  think  by  a  close A.  I  would  rather  have  Bowles's  tes- 
timony than  a  good  many  others,  because 

Q.  What  would  you  say  of  the  judgment  of  a  man  that  would  send 
a  man  to  look  after  a  certain  piece  of  real  estate  that  he  had  an  idea 
of  buying,  and  that  man  came  back  and  said  that  this  is  too  cheap  or 
too  expensive,  either  way,  and  the  fact  turned  out  to  be  that  he  had 
never  seen  the  piece  of  real  estate  and  had  never  inquired  about  the 
value  of  the  property  or  the  property  around  it,  and  had  never  ap- 
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plied  any  intelligence  to  ascertain  the  facts  on  which  that  opinki 
should  be  based  ? — A.  That  is  not  a  fair  comparison. 

Q.  Point  out  the  unfairness  of  it — A.  It  is  not  a  fair  propositki. 

Q.  Point  it  out. — A.  I  simply  stand  on  the  testimony  of  Mekilk 
Bowles,  O'Neil,  and  Lake,  that  he  is  ready  to  take  a  contract  to  traiH 
seven  boats  exactly  like  the  Octopus,  equal  to  it  in  efficiency,  of  tfe 
same  size,  at  $745*  a  ton,  and  if  he  can  do  it,  if  he  wants  to  do  that 
he  is  not  going  to  do  it  without  he  is  going  to  make  a  profit  on  it. 

Q.  That  is  relying  on  the  opinion  of  the  person  you  have  named!- 
A.  When  a  man  stands  ready  to  take  a  contract  it  is  pretty  good 
evidence. 

Q.  That  is  relying  on  the  opinion  of  the  person  you  have  named!— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  not  an  opinion  of  your  own  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  is  no  judgment  of  your  own? — A.  I  make  up  my  judgment 
and  opinion  from  the  testimony  of  these  people. 

Q.  In  this  case  it  is  not  a  qu: .  tion  of  making  up  your  mind;  it 
is  more  the  adoption  of  somebody  else's,  isn't  it? — A.  Well,  I  form 
my  opinion  from 

Q.  Call  it  what  you  please ;  it  is  perfectly  immaterial.  You  base 
it  on  what  these  men  have  said. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  Lake  said  that  price  was  a  fair  price,  what  would  you  think 
if  I  said  it  was  not  true?  If  Admiral  Bowles  said  that  the  price 
per  ton  that  he  testified  to  in  1902  he  has  discovered  to  be  an  insuf- 
ficient and  inadequate  price  in  view  of  his  actual  experience  in  con- 
struction, what  would  you  say? — A.  I  do  not  care  to  answer  that 
question.  Admiral  Bowles  is  in  an  entirely  different  position  now 
than  he  was  then. 

Q.  Wait  a  minute.  The  question  is  hypothetical.  Now,  will  you 
insist  that  Admiral  Bowles,  because  he  has  gone  into  the  business 
of  building  these  boats,  is  less  credible,  less  worthy  of  belief,  than 
when  he  was  in  the  business  of  buying  these  boats? — A.  I  should 
prefer  to  have  had  his  opinion  when  he  was  buying  boats. 

Q.  If  he  was  still  in  the  business  of  buying  boats  ? — A.  I  would 
rather  have  it  if  he  was  still  buying  boats.  He  could  not  help  but 
be  prejudiced  when  he  is  selling  his  own  boats.  He  will  get  all  that 
he  can,  of  course. 

Q.  But  if  Admiral  Bowles  says  that  he  has  derived  information, 
he  has  gotten  information,  the  result  of  experience  in  actual  con- 
struction, that  convinces  him  that  his  testimony  in  the  absence  of 
this  experience  was  not  correct,  would  you  say  that  his  character 
was  therefore  less  by  his  change  of  occupation  ? — A.  I  would  prefer 
to  see  how  he  made  up  his  figures  as  to  the  costs. 

Q.  What  about  Lake?  You  have  quoted  him  on  one  side  of  this 
question,  now  about  the  other. — A.  What  Lake  ? 

Q.  Simon  Lake. — A.  What  is  the  other  side  ? 

Q.  Simon  Lake  said  this  was  not  an  exorbitant  and  extreme  and 
unusual  price. — A.  No ;  I  would  rather  see  his  figures. 

Q.  What  about  Flint,  who  sold  boats  for  Lake  in  Europe,  and 
testified  that  this  Government  was  not  paying  any  materially  different 
price  than  the  European  governments  were  paying? — A.  These  m® 
are  all  making  boats  to  sell,  and  I  do  not  think  their  testimony  is  of 
any  value.  It  would  not  be  to  me  if  I  was  a  buyer.  They  are  people 
that  are  making  boats  to  sell,  and  they  are  going  to  try  all  sorts  of 
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costs  in  their  boats  that  you  and  I  might  not  agree  upon  if  we  saw 
the  figures.  I  would  not  place  much  reliance  on  testimony  of  that 
character  without  knowing  how  they  made  up  those  figures. 

Q.  Now,  then,  Admiral  Capps  has  not  yet  gotten  into  the  business 
of  making  them  to  sell.  He  is,  up  to  the  present  time,  engaged  in  the 
business  of  estimating  the  cost  and  value,  on  the  buying  side  of  the 
Government.    If  he  says  that  no  such  excessive  profits  as  you  have 

named  or  anything  that  approaches  it  was  made A.  I  do  not  think 

he  is  in  a  position  to  know,  not  having  built  any.  Personally,  I 
should  like  to  see  the  Government  build  a  few,  then  they  would  know 
about  what  they  cost.  I  do  not  think  that  Capps  is  in  any  position 
to  give  expert  testimony  on  their  cost,  unless  he  has  had  some  experi- 
ence in  knowing  what  they  do  cost  beside  buying  them. 

Q.  It  does  result,  then,  that  you  do  know  that  Capps  does  not  know, 

and  it  results  that  you  do  not  know A.  Those  are  not  my  words. 

1  do  not  wish  to  make  that  statement. 

Q.  I  will  not  trouble  you  about  that.  I  will  take  it  all  out  of  the 
record  if  you  want.  The  clear  inference  is  that  you  do  know  that 
Capps  does  not  know  what  the  fair  price  for  submarines  is ;  you  do 
know  that  Bowles  is  not  good  authority  for  the  price  of  submarines, 
when  he  has  built  submarines,  and  was  good  authority  for  the  price 
of  submarines  when  he  had  never  built  a  submarine? — A.  He  made 
figures  when  he  was  here  before,  and  I  would  like  to  see  him  make 
the  figures  now. 

Q.  Well,  Capps  has  made  the  figures.  If  you  do  not  believe  any- 
thing but  figures,  why  don't  you  do  more  of  your  own  figuring? — 
A.  I  would  not  attempt  to  keep  my  own  books.  I  could  not  do  very 
much  business  if  I  had  to  do  all  my  own  figuring. 

Q.  Oh,  well,  you  are  mistaken  about  what  it  takes  to  do  business. 
You  have  been  influenced  very  largely  by  the  opinions  of  others,  ac- 
cording to  your  testimony,  in  these  matters. — A.  I  think  all  people 
are  influenced  by  the  opinions  of  others. 

Q.  You  have  been  very  decided A.  I  have  not  been  living  on  a 

desert  island  all  alone. 

Q.  You  have  shown  by  the  choice  which  you  have  made,  by  the 
sources  of  information,  as  to  whether  you  would  be  influenced  by  them 
or  not.    Do  you  know  Senator  Bulkeley  ? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Senator  Brandegee? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  them  on  the  subject-matter  of  this  inves- 
tigation ? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having  any  talk  with  either  one  of  them. 

Q-  Was  not  Senator  Brandegee  your  predecessor  on  the  Naval 
Affairs  Committee  ? — A.  I  mean  since  I  introduced  the  resolution. 

Q.  And  he  represents  Connecticut  in  the  Senate? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  is  a  good  business  man  ? — A.  Well,  he  is  not  what  you  would 
class  as  a  business  man ;  he  is  a  lawyer. 

Q.  Has  he  got  any  sense  ? — A.  I  think  he  is  a  very  bright  man. 

Q.  You  do? — A.  I  do.  I  think  all  lawyers  are  bright  men.  but 
they  are  not  all  good  business  men. 

Q.  Has  he  got  any  business  sense? — A.  I  don't  think 

Q.  Could  he  make  a  good  nutmeg  trade? — A.  He  \s  not  in  active 
business. 

Q.  What  is  your  opinion  of  his  business  capacity? — A.  I  do  not 
care  to  express  an  opinion  of  Brandegee's  business  capacity. 
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Q.  Would  you  take  his  opinion  as  influencing  your  own?— A.  It 
would  depend  on  what  it  would  be  on. 

Q.  On  submarines.— A.  On  the  cost? 

Q.  Cost;  utility. — A.  He  might  have  some  influence  with  me  is 
the  gathering  of  opinions  from  all  sources. 

Q.  You  served  in  the  same  capacity,  on  the  same  committee,  from 
the  same  State,  representing  the  same  interests? — A.  I  do  not  think 
Senator  Brandegee  served  quite  as  long. 

Q.  He  may  have  served  more  diligently,  and  that  may  have  mad* 
up  the  time. — A.  He  undoubtedly  may  have. 

Q.  You  never  discussed  it  with  him? — A.  Not  this  investigation. 

Q.  You  have  never  taken  his  advice? — A.  On  this  investigation! 

Q.  On  this  investigation, — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  know  Senator  Bulkeley  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  represents  the  State  of  Connecticut  in  the  Senate  ? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Is  he  a  business  man  ? — A.  A  splendid  man. 

Q.  A  splendid  business  man? — A.  A  splendid  all-round  man. 

Q.  What  is  his  profession? — A.  Well,  he  is  a  business  man. 

Q.  That  delights  your  heart,  I  don't  doubt.  Now,  about  sub- 
marines ;  have  you  consulted  with  him  about  that  ? — A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Doesn't  he  vote  on  this  subject  in  the  Senate  ? — A.  He  does. 

Q.  How? — A.  I  do  not  know.     I  have  not  been  there. 

Q.  You  have  not  heard? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not  heard. 

Q.  You  have  not  inquired? — A.* No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  follow  the  submarine  question  and  talk  to  the  other 
chamber  ? — A.  I  have  been  pretty  busy  here  for  a  couple  of  days. 

Q.  I  do  not  mean  this  immediate  week,  but  do  vou  not  look  out  for 
the  Electric  Company  over  at  the  Senate  ? — A.  ifo ;  not  at  all. 

Q.  You  do  not  hunt  them  over  there? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  see  no  sign  of  them  over  there  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  tracks  are  on  the  Senate? — A.  I  don't  bother  about  the 
Senate. 

Q.  No  tracks  about  it  ? — A.  I  presume  there  might  be  tracks  there. 

Q.  Have  you  looked  to  see  ? — A.  I  never  have  been  over  to  the 
Senate  on  the  submarine  business. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  any  rumors  that  came  from  over  toward  the 
Senate  ?  You  have  a  good  ear  for  rumors?  Do  you  hear  any  rumors 
from  over  at  the  Senate  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  Senator  Bulkeley  would  like  to  know  what 
a  good  trade  or  a  good  fair  price  the  submarines  were  if  you  let  it  in 
the  room  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  Senator  Bulkeley  has  ever  given  it  any 
study. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  he  votes  ? — A.  I  do  ndt. 

Q.  If  you  would  undertake  to  talk  to  Senator  Bulkeley,  what  infor- 
mation could  you  give  him  about  your  study  of  submarines,  as  a  busi- 
ness man  ? — A.  I  could  give  him  what  the  reports  and  figures 

Q.  But  you  never  read  them. — A.  Oh,  yes ;  I  have. 

Q.  I  thought  you  had  limited  them  to  the  extent  at  which  you  had 
read  them  this  morning.  But  you  think  well  of  him? — A.  Oh.  J*! 
he  is  a  splendid  man. 

Q.  -An  honest  man  ? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Where  did  you  find  him?  What  kind  of  a  light  did  you  haw 
when  you  found  him  ? — A.  I  think  that  a  very  great  majority  of 
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people  are  honest.  I  should  be  very  sorry  if  you  gathered  any  such 
opinion  from  anything  I  have  said. 

Q.  Now,  Senator  Bulkeley  and  Senator  Brandegee  and  yourself — 
or  leave  yourself  out  of  it — went  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and 
asked  the  Secretary  to  give  a  square  deal  to  these  people  ? — A.  They 
went  to  the  Secretary  of  the  NavV. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  about?— A.  To  ask  that  the  Lake  people 
be  given  a  chance  to  figure  on  a  part  of  the  boats. 

Q.  How  much  of  it  T— A.  One  boat. 

Q.  At  what  price? — A.  Four  hundred  thousand  dollars,  as  I  re- 
member it. 

Q.  Four  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars,  wasn't  it? — A.  As  I 
understood  the  conversation — I  didn't  take  any  part  in  the  conversa- 
tion— I  understand  the  extra  amount  over  that  was  allowed  on  ac- 
count of  the  interest  charged  for  the  money — that  they  did  not  ad- 
vance any  money  for  twenty-seven  months,  as  I  understood  it,  and 
some  allowance  was  made  for  that. 

Q.  How  much? — A.  I  do  not  know  the  figures. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  Senator  Bulkelev's  acute  business  instincts 
had  anything  to  do  with  getting  that  allowance  for  interest  in? — 
A.  No. 

Q.  You  call  that  a  good,  sharp  trade? — A.  Nothing  of  that  kind 
was  talked  at  the  time  I  was  there.  I  don't  know  whether  he  was 
there  at  any  other  time  or  not. 

Q.  That  was  good,  sharp  business,  wasn't  it? — A.  I  think  the  price 
on  that  boat  was  a  fairer  price  than  any  they  have  ever  bought,  but 
still  I  think  they  ought  to  nave  bought  it  for  less  money. 

Q.  You  keep  getting  into  trouble  about  the  prices  of  boats. — A.  I 
am  saying 

Q.  I  know  that,  but  the  Government  does  not  usually  pay  interest 
on  claims,  does  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  in  this  case  this  arrangement  or  agreement A.  I  have 

nothing  to  do  with  the  agreement. 

Q.  1  am  talking  about  Senator  Bulkeley.  I  am  talking  about  what 
a  shrewd,  successful  business  man  could  do. — A.  Ought  you  not  to 
get  Senator  Bulkeley  to  testify  to  this? 

Q.  It  is  not  necessary.  You  can  tell  me  what  vou  think  of  the 
business  shrewdness  of  the  trade  that  resulted. — A.  I  do  not  think  he 
had  anything  to  do  with  the  contract. 

Q.  But  he  had  to  do  with  bringing  about  the  agreement  of  the  two 
minds  that  resulted  in  the  contract  that  somebody  else  put  in  J'orm. — 
A.  I  think  he  had  as  much  to  do  with  getting  the  opportunity  for 
the  Lake  people  to  figure  as  anyone. 

Q.  Are  you  personally  aware  of  what  his  efforts  were  in  that  direc- 
tion ? — A.  I  only  met  him  there  once. 

Q.  You  met  him  there  once.  Do  you  know,  from  hearsay  «»ven, 
what  el?e  he  did  or  where  else  he  went? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  With  a  view  to  making  that  contract? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have 
never  talked  to  him  about  it. 

Q.  You  are  convinced  that  his  contract  was  a  cheaper  one  for  the 
Government  than  any  contract,  or  the  present  contract  that  they 
had  with  the  Electric  people?— A.  Yes.  If  they  had  been  buying 
it  in  the  ordinary  way,  paying  for  it  in  the  ordinary  way,  I  think 
this  was  altogether  too  much. 
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Q.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  highest  price  of  the  Electrit 
boat  and  this  boat? — A.  The  highest  price  in  this  last  contract! 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Electric  boat  was  ten  nundred  and  fifty-nine. 

Q.  Price  per  boat? — A.  I  can  only  give  you  tonnage  prices. 

Q.  Can  you  not  give  me  tonnage  "prices  of  these  two  boats!— A. 
My  understanding  is  that  the  Electric  boat  is  $1,059  and  that  the 
other  boat  is  $900,  but  in  that  is  figured  an  allowance  of  not  putting 
up  any  money. 

(  \  Nine  hundred  dollars  even  ? — A.  It  is  a  500-ton  boat  at  $450.- 
000,  I  think.  There  was  some  twenty-five  or  fifty  thousand  dollirs 
allowed  for  interest. 

Q.  Now,  then,  are  you  prepared  to  tell  us  how  many  more  hor»- 

Iiower  this  $900  a  ton  boat  is*than  the  $1,059  boat  of  the  Electric 
*oat  Company? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  prepared  to  tell  us  how  much  more  surface  speed  J— 
A.  No,  sir ;  I  know  nothing  at  all  about  the  contract 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  how  many  more  torpedo  tubes,  how  many 
more  torpedoes  could  be  simultaneously  discharged  from  the  Lake 
boat? — A.  I  know  nothing  about  the  contracts  or  either  boats. 

Q.  Knew  nothing  about  the  qualities  of A.  Of  either  boat 

Q.  Therefore,  you  knew  nothing  about  the  points  or  qualities?— 
A.  I  know  the  quality  of  this  one  boat  has  got  to  be  equal  to  or  excel 
any  other  that  the  Government  owns  or  has  contracted  for. 

Q.  Don't  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  gross  difference 
is  about  $90,000? — A.  It  is  in  that  neighborhood. 

Q.  Now,  then,  don't  you  know,  in  addition  to  that,  that  the  dif- 
ference in  maximum  speed  between  the  two  boats  is  a  knot  and  a 
half?— A.  About  that. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  the  other  difference  between  the  two 
boats A.  What  page  is  that  on,  please? 

Q.  Three  hundred  and  forty-nine.  That  the  fuel  endurance  dif- 
ference is  ten  hours? — A.  It  is  all  down  here;  I  have  seen  this  table 
before,  but  I  could  not  carry  it  in  mv  mind. 

Q.  Will  you  please  tell  us  what  t&e  difference  or  maximum  guar- 
anty between  the  two  boats  is? — A.  It  tells  right  here. 

Q.  The  maximum  guaranty  for  the  Electric  boat  is  13  knots  sur- 
face speed,  is  it  not? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  maximum  for  the  Lake  is  12£? — A.  No;  14. 

Q.  A  difference  of  1  knot  in  favor  of  the  Lake? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  The  maximum  fuel  endurance  of  the  Electric  is  sixty  hours  and 
the  maximum  fuel  endurance  for  the  Lake  is  seventy  hours,  a  dif- 
ference of  ten  houses;  submerged  speed,  Electric,  9£  knots;  sub- 
merged  speed.  Lake.  9£  knots;  submerged  three  hours  speed  of  the 
Electric,  8  knots;  the  same  time  for  the  Lake,  8  knots;  time  to  sub- 
merge from  full  speed  on  surface  to  full  speed  submerged,  for  Elec- 
tric six  minutes,  for  the  Lake  six  minutes;  reversing  screw,  for  the 
Electric  ten  seconds,  for  the  Lake  ten  seconds;  metacentric  height 
submerged,  for  the  Electric  13  inches,  for  the  Lake  15  inches.  So 
that  for  1  knot  speed  and  ten  hours  in  fuel  endurance  the  Govern- 
ment is  paying  $90,000  more  than  it  paid  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany?— A.  Why,  that  is  not  a  fair  question.  * 

Q.  It  is  not? — A.  Why,  you  may  say,  draw  a  comparison  that* 
man  could  buy  a  one-story  house  for  $5,000  and  a  three-story  marble 
palace  would  cost  him  $100,000,  and  compare  them. 
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Q.  Your  mind  works  better  than  that;  I  have  seen  it  do  it. — A. 
There  is  no  comparison  between  the  two  boats,  except  one  is  a  larger 
boat  and  has  more  machinery,  I  assume. 

Q.  Now,  let  us  see.  It  takes  more  machinery  to  do  what — to 
make  1  more  knot  of  speed  ? — A.  It  takes  more  machinery  to  propel 
the  larger  boat. 

Q.  To  get  1  more  knot  of  speed  out  of  it,  is  that  what  the  larger 
machinery  does? — A.  You  have  got  more  weight  to  propel. 

Q.  Precisely  so. — A.  And  you  have  got  to  go  a  knot  faster. 

Q.  And  with  every  additional  knot  you  have  got  a  progressive 
increased  cost  of  construction,  have  you  not? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  have  got  $90,000  difference?— A.  Why,  other  coun- 
tries have  gone  on  to  the  500  and  800  ton  submarines,  and  I  assume 
that  this  country  is  going  to  do  it,  and  I  do  not  think  .we  will  build 
any  more  under  500  tons. 

Q.  That  is  not  answering  my  question.  We  are  going  on  to  it  as 
rapidly  as  we  can,  but  apart  from  the  mere  matter  of  tonnage,  which 
is  the  basis  on  which  you  make  this  comparison,  I  submit  it  to  your 
candor  when  the  basis  of  comparison  is  put  on  the  efficiency  of  the 
boat,  whether  the  Lake  boat  is  the  cheaper  one  when  the  difference 
is  $90,000  and  the  only  actual  difference  in  achievement  is  1  knot  of 
surface  speed,  not  submerged  speed,  but  1  knot  surface  speed,  and  ten 
hours  of  endurance,  which  means  that  the  capacity  of  the  storage  bat- 
teries because  of  the  larger  boat  could  be  increased  in  weight,  that 
the  tanks  carrying  her  gasoline  could  be  increased  in  number  at  cer- 
tain times  when  she  was  working  under  gasoline  engines,  when  she 
was  awash — that  is  all  you  have  got? — A.  That  same  thing  would 
apply  to  a  battle  ship.  Why  buila  a  20,000-ton  battle  ship  when  a 
10,000-ton  battle  ship  will  go  as  fast? 

Q.  Now  you  are  shifting  to  another  proposition  that  I  would  not 
mind  to  discuss  with  a  member  of  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  who 
attends  as  regularly  as  you  do  if  we  had  more  time  and  on  another 
occasion.  But  you  have  stated  that  this  last  contract  was  cheaper  to 
the  United  States  Government  than  the  Electric  contracts  made  sixty 
days  before,  and  I  want  to  see  if  we  can  get  it  down  to  an  unmistaka- 
ble fact  that  if  the  Government  is  buying  results,  if  the  Government 
has  not  paid  more  for  the  boat  than  it  has  paid  for  the  Electric  boat. — 
A.  The  Government  might  buy  a  smaller  house 

Q.  We  do  not  need  to  mix  the  metaphor  of  a  house  when  you  have 
the  boat. — A.  I  am  not  going  to  agree  with  you  on  that  proposition, 
because  foreign  countries  are  building  500  and  800  ton  submarines 
and  we  have  come  to  the  500-ton  submarine. 

Q.  What  has  that  got  to  do  with  this  question?  This  is  taken 
from  that  contract. — A.  It  necessarily  follows  that  a  500-ton  boat — 
for  that  is  the  type  that  has  been  taken  up  by  other  countries,  es- 
pecially England,  that  is  so  progressive;  the  tendency  is  to  increase 
the  tonnage. 

Q.  What  has  that  got  to  do  with  this  specific  contract?  I  ask  you 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  new  Lake  boat  guarantees  at  its  maximum 
anything  but  the  things  we  have  gone  over,  1  additional  knot  of  speed 
on  the  surface? — A.  I  agree  with  you  on  the  knots  it  guarantees. 

Q.  That  that  is  the  only  difference  between  it  and  the  other? — A.  I 
won't  say  that  is  the  only  di  fference  between  the  boats. 
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Q.  That  is  the  only  difference  put  down? — A.  That  is  the  onh 
difference  put  down. 

Q.  And  for  that  the  Government  pays  $90,000. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  For  that  1  knot  of  speed? — A.  And  the  larger  boat. 

Q.  Now,  then,  do  you  still  adhere  to  the  proposition  that  that  is 
the  cheaper  boat? — A.  Yes;  I  think  so. 

Q.  In  the  face  of  those  facts? — A.  I  still  adhere  to  the  proposition 
that  the  general  cost  must  be  based  on  tonnage. 

Q.  If  you  have  got  that  in  your  head  you  are  perfectly  consistent 
I  won't  contend  with  you  any  longer;  a  man  who  honestly  entertains 
that  conviction  can  not  conceive  the  proposition  I  have  been  trying  to 
discuss. — A.  I  can  not  see  that  the  smaller  house  costs  as  mucli  as  the 
bigger  one. 

Q.  But  you  said  another  thing;  you  said  that  this  last  Lake  con- 
tract was  made  on  better  terms  with  the  Government  because  it  was 
a  contract  under  competition,  did  you  not? — A.  Why,  the  competition 
was  removed  so  far  as  this  one  boat  was  concerned. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  by  that? — A.  After  the  Attorney -General's 
opinion  was  rendered  it  left  the  market  open. 

Q.  Was  there  any  competition  as  to  this  boat? — A.  I  do  not  know; 
the  Government  probably  was  satisfied  with  the  price. 

Q.  Did  you  and  Senator  Bulkelev  and  Senator  Brandegee  and  the 
other  members  of  the  Connecticut  delegation  go  to  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment and  ask  for  competition  or  ask  For  a  contract  ? — A.  I  did  not 
ask  for  anything. 

Q.  You  ought  not  to  have  gone  there;  you  simply  confuse  the  sit- 
uation. We  will  leave  you  out,  where  you  wanted  to  be.  When  your 
colleagues  went  there  were  they  asking  for  competition  or  asking  for 
a  contract  ? — A.  They  were  asking  the  Secretary  to  use  his  discretion 
under  the  ruling  of  the  Attorney-General. 

Q.  In  their  favor  ? — A.  To  give  the  Lake  people  a  chance  to  figure 
on  one  boat. 

Q.  They  did  not  have  to  get  the  consent  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  to  figure  ( — A.  Perhaps  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  would  not 
want  to  do  business  with  them. 

Q.  Of  course  he  did  not ;  he  had  no  authority,  as  he  conceived  it 
to  do  business  with  them.  Don't  you  misstate  it  when  you  say  be 
asked  the  Secretary  for  permission  to  figure?  State  it  like  you 
know  it  was. — A.  They  went  there  to  see  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
undoubtedly  in  the  interests  of  their  constituent. 

Q.  How;  specify. — A.  To  give  them  a  chance  to  figure  on  one 
boat. 

Q.  What  do  mean  by  a  chance  to  figure  on  one  boat? — A.  I 
mean  a  chance  to  get  a  contract ;  it  means  the  same  thing. 

Q.  Of  course  it  does;  why  did  you  not  say  it  when  we  first  asked 
about  it? — A.  It  was  the  same  thing. 

Q.  Then  there  ought  not  to  be  so  much  trouble  about  saying  it 
They  went  there  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  to  give  them  a  contract  out  of  the  reserve  portion  of  that 
appropriation? — A.  They  wTent  there,  as  I  understand,  to  see  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  about  the  proposition  of  giving  the  Late 
people  a  contract  for  one  boat. 

Q.  The  part  of  that  appropriation  that  had  not  been  allotted  to 
the  Electric  Boat  people;  that  is  right,  is  it  not? — A.  I  understand 
it  so. 
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Q.  Now,  then,  what  competition  was  there  and  what  competition 
could  there  be  when  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  was  considering  mak- 
ing this  contract  for  the  Lake  boat  ? — A.  The  price  had  to  be  satis- 
factory to  him,  or  they  could  not  have  gotten  the  contract. 

Q.  llie  price  had  to  be  satisfactory  to  them;  satisfactory  to 
whom? — A.  The  Secretary. 

Q.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy?  How  was  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  concerned,  or  could  they  bel  concerned,  in  any  bid  they 
were  permitted  to  make  to  affect  "that  price? — A.  I  think  that  if 
they  had  put  in  a  bid  to  build  a  500-ton  ooat  exactly  on  the  specifi- 
cations that  the  Lake  people  put  in  their  bid  at  a  less  price,  that 
they  would  have  been  considered. 

Q.  Were  they  permitted  to  do  it,  or  were  they  invited  to  do  it? — 
A.  If  they  had  done  it,  they  undoubtedly  would  have  gotten  the 
contract. 

Q.  Aren't  you  undertaking  to  talk  as  if  you  were  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  f— A.  I  am  talking  about  the  way  it  looks  to  me  from  a 
business  standpoint. 

Q.  You  did  not  go  about  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy's  office  much 
at  that  time ;  yet  you  are  saying  what  could  have  been  done  if  they 
had  done  so  and  so?— A.  They  were  not  in  a  position,  of  course,  to 
make  a  very  low  price,  after  having  gotten  a  contract  before  for 
$1,059. 

Q.  Don't  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  felt  when  they  applied  for  all  of  this  appropriation  that  they 
had  gotten  all  that  he  could  give  them  or  would  give  them  ? — A.  I  do 
not  know  that. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  they  applied  for  the  whole  of  the  appro- 
priation ? — A.  Not  of  my  own  knowledge. 

Q.  Then  you  have  dealt  somewhat  with  rumors  in  your  life.    Did 

Jou  know  it  as  a  matter  of  rumor? — A.  I  have  heard  it  stated  so 
ere,  if  I  am  not  mistaken. 

Q.  Didn't  Neff  tell  it  to  you  when  he  went  to  your  town,  to 
Waterbury,  to  see  you  and  get  you  to  send  that  telegram? — A.  I 
don't  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  When  you  sent  that  letter  that  you  wrote,  didn't  you  know  it, 
that  it  was  the  understanding  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  was 
offered  the  bulk  of  this  provision? — A.  There  wasn't  any  talk  about 
that  that  I  recall. 

Q.  Let  us  get  away  from  that;  let  us  get  down  to  facts.  Don't 
you  know,  as  a  Member  of  Congress  and  as  a  man  of  intelligence, 
that  some  time  in  the  fall,  in  November  or  December,  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  had  allotted  as  much  of  the  appropriation  to  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  as  it  was  his  intention  to  let  it  have ;  don't 

Jou  know  that? — A.  I  don't  know  what  his  intentions  were  at  all, 
Ir.  Howard. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  when  you  were  asked  to  go  to  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment you  were  asked  to  go  there  to  apply  for  the  remainder  of  that 
appropriation,  amounting  to  approximately  half  a  million  dollars? — 
A.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  I  knew  what  the  Secretary's  inten- 
tions were. 

Q.  Let  us  leave  that  out;  let  us  go  back  to  your  intentions.  Don't 
you  know  that  you  went  there  for  that  purpose? — A.  I  knew  that 
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I  went  with  the  Connecticut  delegation  for  the  purpose,  as  I  under- 
stood, of  asking  the  Secretary  to  give  the  Lake  people  a  chance  to ; 
contract  for  one  boat,  provicfed  the  terms  were  satisfactory.  i 

Q.  To  the  Navy  Department? — A.  To  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  And  that  was  done,  was  it  not? — A.  I  suppose  it  was. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  it  was? — A.  I  have  never  seen  the  contract 

Mr.  Olmsted.  You  have  just  been  reading  it  over. 

A*  The  contract? 

Q.  Yes.  Here  is  the  contract  printed ;  both  of  them  are  in  there 
for  your  benefit.  Don't  you  know  it  as  well  as  any  facts  that  you 
have  spoken  about  in  this  investigation? — A.  No;  however,  that  I 
know  from  a  third  party. 

Q.  Do  you  count  me  a  third  party  ? — A.  The  Secretary  has  never 
told  me,  and  I  do  not  know  that  they  ever  started  on  any  contract 

Q.  You  do  not  believe  it? — A.  I  do  not  know  that  they  era 
started  to  build  any. 

Q.  Don't  encourage  any  doubts  on  any  subject  connected  with 
this  investigation  because  the  bulk  of  your  case  is  one  of  doubt,  and 
it  will  not  do  for  you  to  become  too  doubtful,  but  let  us  co  back  to 
the  fact;  you  do  know  that  you  went  there  and  asked  lor  a  part 
of  the  appropriation  without  competition. — A.  I  have  explained  that, 
Mr.  Howard. 

Q.  Didn't  you  get  the  contract  without  competition? — A.  I  dont 
know:  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  contract;  I  don't  know  whether 
the  otner  people  put  in  a  proposition  to  build  a  500-ton  boat  or  not 

Q.  Donx  you  know  that  they  were  refused  an  opportunity  to  bid 
for  the  remainder  of  that  appropriation? — A.  I  know  we  did  not 
get  the  remainder  of  the  appropriation. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  tney  asked  for  it  ? — A.  They  asked  for  it, 
undoubtedly. 

Q.  Don't  vou  know  your  calculation  as  to  the  profits  they  would 
receive  was  based  on  the  proposition  that  they  would  get  all  of  it!- 
A.  No,  sir ;  based  on  the  supposition  of  the  part  they  got. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  that.  Now,  then,  answer  this :  Was  the  Lake 
boat  contract  made  with  or  without  competition,  on  your  oath,  is 
you  understand  the  facts  in  this  investigation? — A.  Competition  was 
open  to  them.  Whether  the  other  people  were  asked  to  put  in  a  price 
on  that  kind  of  a  boat  is  a  thing  that  I  did  not  know,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  they  did ;  but  the  competition  was  there. 

Q.  What  competition  was  that  ? — A.  There  was  another  company 
building  boats  that  was  not  shut  out  by  any  law. 

Q.  I  am  speaking  of  competition,  in  view  of  the  facts  that  sur- 
rounded this  contract. — A.  I  had  not  anything  at  all  to  do  with  the 
contract. 

Q.  You  have  already  answered  that  the  other  seven  boats  were  con- 
tracted for.  Now,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  don't  you  know  that  when  you 
and  the  other  members  of  the  Connecticut  delegation  and  the  Senators 
went  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  got  this  decision  through  the 
Attorney-General  they  insisted  that  a  part  of  this  appropriation 
should  be  given  in  the  contract  to  the  Lake  people? — A.  There  w*5 
no  insistence  at  all :  no  one  insisted. 

Q.  What  did  they  do?— A.  Senator  Bulkeley  did  the  talking.  1 
do  not  remember  the  conversation.  I  think  that  he  asked  them  togfa 
them  a  chance  to  build  one  boat.    There  was  some  talk  about  a  con- 
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tract ;  that  the  contract  had  to  be  satisfactory  to  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment and  the  price. 

Q.  Now,  then,  was  the  price  agreed  on  at  the  first  time? — A.  I  do 
not  think  the  price  was  agreed  upon. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  as  a  matter  of  fact  they  proposed  one  price 
in  the  Navy  Department  and  they  beat  it  down  to  another  price? — 
A.  I  do  not  know  on  this  one  boat. 

Q.  On  the  one  Lake  boat  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  try  to  know? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Could  you  not  know  ?  Have  you  not  talked  repeatedly  during 
this  investigation  what  a  just  bargain  the  Government  had  made  with 
the  Lake  people  and  the  bad  bargains  it  had  made  with  the  other  peo- 
ple, and  did  you  not  know  the  facts  about  it? — A.  I  do  not  recall  talk- 
ing about  it  repeatedly,  except  to  answer  questions.  I  am  not  going 
to  agree  with  you,  Mr.  Howard,  in  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  these 
boats,  or  on  the  fact  that  a  360-ton  boat  is  as  good  as  a  500-ton  boat 
and  worth  as  much  to  the  Government. 

Q.  You  entirely  misunderstand  me  if  you  think  that  I  want  you 
to  agree  with  me.  That  is  a  matter  of  no  concern. — A.  I  am  testi- 
fying to  my  opinion. 

Q.  That  is  not  a  question  of  anything  on  earth  but  the  simple  facts 
that  surround  the  making  of  that  Lake  boat  contract;  was  there  or 
was  there  not  competition? — A.  There  could  be  competition. 

Q.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  was  there  any  competition? — A.  The  com- 
petition was  open  to  the  Department;  there  was  no  law  that  pre- 
vented it. 

Q.  You  went  there  to  shut  it  off  by  getting  the  Department  to  ex- 
ercise its  discretion  ? — A.  I  did  not  go  there  to  shut  off  competition. 

Q.  Conceding  that  you  did  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  was  there  any 
competition  in  the  letting  of  that  boat;  did  not  the  Lake  Company 
bid  against  the  Navy  Department  singly  and  alone? — A.  That  does 
not  remove  the  fact  that  there  was  opportunity  for  competition  if  the 
Navy  Department  wanted  to  exercise  it. 

Q.  No;  you  had  foreclosed  that;  you  had  shut  the  door  by  your 
political  influence,  which  you  brought  to  bear  in  force. — A.  I  do  not 
agree  to  that;  I  dcxnot  subscribe  to  that. 

Q.  What  did  you  do? — A.  Asked  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  give 
the  Lake  people  a  chance  on  that  one  boat. 

Q.  Wejl,  why  didn't  they  get  a  Waterbury  policeman  instead  of  a 
Connecticut  Congressman  to  do  it?  Now,  why? — A.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  a  fair  question,  Mr.  Howard. 

Q.  You  have  just  stated  you  could  not  agree  that  any  political 
influence  you  exerted  had  anything  to  do  with  the  Navy  Department; 
then,  if  there  was  no  element  of  political  influence A.  Mr.  How- 
ard, you  are  using  words  which  you  say  that  I  have  just  said.  I  do 
not  think  you  are  using  my  language. 

Q.  I  hope  I  am  not. — A.  You  are  making  these  statements. 

Q.  I  am  trying  to  get  you  to  make  some. — A.  I  am  not  going  to 
make  your  statements;  I  am  going  to  make  my  own,  and  make  the 
statement  just  exactly  as  I  believe. 

Q.  I  want  you  to  make  it  in  accordance  with  what  you  recall  the 
facts  to  be. — A.  That  is  what  I  have  tried  time  and  time  again. 

Q.  You  insist,  in  face  of  the  facts,  that  the  Lake  boat  contract 
^vas  made  under  competition  ? — A.  I  have  said  that  there  was  no  law 
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at  that  time,  that  the  Attorney-General  having  rendered  his  decision, 
that  shut  out  competition  to  them  if  they  had  wanted  to  avail  then- 
selves  of  it. 

Q.  Who? — A.  The  Navy  Department;  the  Secretary  of  the  Nan. 

Q.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shut  out  competition  ? — A.  I  did  not 
say  that. 

*Q.  What  you  did  say  means  that. — A.  I  do  not  think  I  can  repot 
it  any  clearer  than  I  did  in  my  last  answer. 

Q/Try  it;  I  will  try  to  give  vou  the  best  attention  that  I  cml- 
A.  At  tliat  time  it  was*  open  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Q.  That  is  a  metaphor. — A.  There  was  nothing  in  the  law,  as  I 
understand  it,  after  the  decision  of  the  Attorney-General,  that  pre- 
vented the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  from  dealing  with  both  compute 
or  any  third  company,  for  that  matter,  for  this  odd  boat 

Q.  I  will  agree  with  that.  Now,  then,  will  you  agree  with  the 
further  fact  that  after  that  law  was  decided  to  be  such  as  you  haw 
stated  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  awarded  seven  boats  to  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  and  one  boat  to  the  Lake  Boat  Company,  and 
made  each  of  those  two  contracts  without  competition,  one  against 
the  other  ? — A.  I  have  said  that  competition  was  available  in  this  last 
boat,  if  he  did  not  exercise  it 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  if  you  will  be  candid  enough  to  so  state  the 
facts  to  say,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  competition  was  not  availed 
of? — A.  Certainly ;  I  will  agree  to  that ;  I  agreed  to  that  at  the  start. 

Q.  Then,  you  will  agree  that  this  Lake  contract  was  made  without 
competition  in  fact;  not  as  a  matter  of  law,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  it 
was  made  without  competition? — A.  Yes;  but  competition  was  avail- 
able. 

Q.  Exactly ;  just  as  the  moisture  is  in  the  clouds,  but  there  is  no 
rain  just  at  that  moment.  Now,  that  being  true,  is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  price  the  Government  agreed  to  pay  for  a  Lake  boat,  whatever 
it  was.  was  free  from  the  influence  of  competition,  of  actual  com- 
petition?— A.  No;  I  think  they  drove  a  very  much  sharper  bargain 
with  the  Lake  people.  In  other  words,  I  believe  the  Lake  people 
had  to  make  a  very  favorable  price  even  to  get  that  one  boat 

Q.  I  thought  you  did  not  know  anything  about  that  contract!— A. 
Why,  we  have  been  reading  it  over  right  here. 

Q.  I  thought  you  had  not  listened  to  it? — A.  I  knew  the  price  per 
ton :  I  told  you  that  at  the  start. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  they  made  a  much  more  favorable  con- 
tract ? — A.  Because  the  other  people  got  $1,059  a  ton  and  these  people 
less  than  $000. 

Q.  Their  first  price  was  over  that? — A.  Probably;  I  don't  know 
about  that. 

Q.  Five  hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  they 
dropped  down  to  $450,000,  and  $25,000  of  that  was  an  allowance  for 
interest. — A.  I  think  they  could  have  dropped  down  a  good  deal 
below  that,  probably. 

Q.  Did  the  Connecticut  delegation  urge  that  that  could  be  done!— 
A.  Senator  Bulkeley  did  the  talking;  we  were  only  there  less  than 
five  minutes. 

Q.  He  is  a  good  business  man? — A.  There  was  no  urging. 

Q.  He  asked  it,  requested  it? — A.  Yes;  Senator  Bulkeley  did. 

Q.  Requested  ? — A.  Requested  it. 
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Q.  And  he  requested  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  do  what  he.  as 
a  Senator  of  the  United  States,  was  willing  to  stand  up  for,  as  a  fair 
and  reasonable  thing  to  do,  did  he  not? — A.  Please  put  that  again. 

Q.  Senator  Bulkeley  in  asking  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  award 
this  contract  to  the  Lake  Boat  Company  for  this  boat  at  the  price 
named,  at  the  price  agreed  on,  or  what  was  a  fair  price,  was  a  rea- 
sonable thing  for  a  Senator  of  the  United  States  to  do? — A.  I 
think  so. 

Q.  Then,  was  it  a  fair  and  reasonable  thing  for  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress of  the  same  State? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Then,  if  this  was  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  the  Government  for  the  Lake  boat  under  these  conditions,  then 
you  agree  th^t  it  was  a  fair  and  reasonable  thing  to  do? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley,  I  have  just  a  few  questions  to  ask.  You  stated  in 
answer  to  one  of  Mr.  Howard's  questions  that  you  did  not  do  the 
figuring  on  the  cost  of  submarine  boats  yourself? — A.  Not  to  any 
extent. 

Q.  You  said  that  you  had  somebody  else  to  do  the  figuring? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  have  curiosity  to  know  wTho  that  was? — A.  Mr.  Webster,  I 
think. 

Q.  You  mentioned  a  Yale  student  or  Yale  graduate;  that  is  Mr. 
Webster? — A.  Yes;  he  had  something  to  do  with  it. 

Q.  Was  he  the  same  Yale  graduate  who  sent  the  forged  letter  to 
Mr.  Edinborough,  signed  Smith? — A.  Yes,  sir;  if  you  call  that  a 
forged  letter;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  And  signed  somebody  else's  name  to  it.  Was  that  the  same 
Yale  graduate  who  signed  your  name  to  the  letter  to  Mr.  Goff ,  which 
you  have  since  been  called  upon  to  repudiate  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Would  you  prefer  to  nave  his  figure  of  the  cost  of  submarine 
torpedo  boats  rather  than  that  of  Admiral  Capps? — A.  That  does 
not  make  any  difference  who  figures  that,  as  long  as  they  have  got  the 
data  there.  You  might  just  as  well  ask  me  if  I  would  prefer  to  have 
Admiral  Capps  as  my  bill  clerk  at  Waterbury  as  to  have  a  10-year-old 
boy,  if  they  could  do  the  work. 

Q.  Did  you  make  your  judgments  on  the  prices  and  costs  of  sub- 
marines upon  Mr.  Simon  Lake's  testimony  to  any  extent? — A.  Ad- 
miral Bowles,  Admiral  O'Neil,  Admiral  Melville,  and  Mr.  Simon 
Lake  was  the  basis.  Those  first  three,  without  Lake,  was  the  basis 
of  my  figuring  the  cost. 

Q.  Would  Simon  Lake's  testimony  have  any  weight  with  you  at 
all  on  that  question? — A.  He  testified  that  he  would  build  seven  boats 
at  $745  a  ton.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  they  would  build  them  at 
$645  if  they  got  a  chance. 

Q.  Did  he  not  at  the  same  time  give  the  impression  that  he  would 
lose  money  on  it? — A.  No,  sir;  he  aid  not  give  me  that  impression. 

Q.  Didn't  he  say  he  would  lose  money  on  it? — A.  No,  sir;  he  said 
a  half  loaf  was  better  than  no  bread. 

Q.  So  he  considered  that  would  be.  a  half  loaf  ? — A.  A  man  might 
say  that  if  he  was  getting  two  prices. 
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Q.  You  said  you  would  not  take  Admiral  Bowles's  testimony  mi 
because  he  is  making  and  selling  boats? — A.  I  would  rather  see  his 
figures  now  when  he  is  building  boats  for  the  Government 

Q.  In  other  words,  you  would  not  place  so  much  reliance  upon  the 
figures  of  a  man  who  was  jnaking  and  selling  boats,  who  was  makiE| 
boats  and  selling  them,  or  trying  to  sell  them  ? — A.  If  he  is  an  inter- 
ested party.    If  lie  is  not  an  interested  party,  why,  I  would. 

Q.  A  man  who  is  making  boats  and  selling  them  is  always  an  inter- 
ested party. — A.  Making  tnem  and  selling  them  to  the  Government 

Q.  Selling  them  to  anybody. — A.  He  has  an  interest  in  getting  tbe 
highest  amount  of  money  that  he  can  get 

Q.  Then  you  would  look  with  disfavor  or  incredulity  upon  the  fig- 
ures of  a  man  who  is  making  and  selling  boats? — A.  \  would  rather 
have  disinterested  testimony,  Mr.  Olmsted,  in  any  matter  of  values. 

Q.  Now,  then,  you  have  testified  you  were  unwilling  to  accept 
Admiral  Capps's  testimony  because  he  never  made  any  boats.— A  I 
have  not  said  whether  I  was  willing  to  accept  it  or  not  accept  it  As 
I  remember,  I  have  said  this,  that  1  thought  that  he  paid  too  much 
for  the  boats. 

Q.  Your  reason  for  not  accepting  his  statement  when  he  said  hea 
he  thought  they  made  a  very  small  profit  on  the  Electric  boat — A. 
I  think  ne  is  mistaken. 

Q.  Did  you  not  give  as  a  reason  for  being  mistaken  that  he  new 
had  made  any  boats?  You  said  that  in  answer  to  one  of  Mr. 
Howard's  questions;  do  you  not  recall  that? — A.  I  will  take  your 
word  for  it. 

Q.  You  need  not  take  my  word  for  it;  it  is  in  the  record.  What  I 
want  to  get  at  is  whose  testimony  we  are  to  take;  if  we  can  not  take 
the  testimony  of  a  man  who  makes  the  boats  or  those  who  never  made 
boats  because  they  never  made  any,  how  on  earth  would  we  know 
what  a  reasonable  price  was? — A.  I  would  suggest  it  would  be  a  good 
plan  to  take  a  set  of  these  plans  to  Cramp  and  the  Newport  Iron 
Works 

Q.  Must  we  then  exclude  the  testimony  of  everybody  except  Mr. 
Webster  as  to  what  it  would  cost  to  make  a  submarine  boat?— A.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  a  fair  question. 

Q.  Whether  you  meant  it  or  not,  you  did  say  you  were  not  willing 
to  accept  Admiral  Bowles's  last  testimony,  because  he  was  engaged  in 
the  business  of  making  boats. — A.  He  is  an  interested  party. 

Q.  Of  course  he  is ;  everybody  that  makes  boats  is  interested.  You 
were  not  willing  to  accept  Admiral  Capp's  judgment  because  he  had 
never  made  a  boat? — A.  I  would  not  accept  any  man's  prices  that 
wanted  to  sell  me  goods. 

Q.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  you  would  have  to  pay  him  his  prices 
A.  I  would  not  accept  any  man's  statement  on  the  price  of  real  estate 
or  that  a  house  cost  him  so  much  money  that  he  was  trying  to  sell, 
and  I  would  rather  have  some  disinterested  party  appraise  it 

Q.  Suppose  Admiral  Bowles  made  a  statement  under  oath  that  the 
boats  or  property  he  was  trying  to  sell  you  cost  a  certain  amount  01 
money  ?  Would  you  doubt  him  then  ? — A.  I  should  want  to  see  his 
figures,  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Q.  If  Admiral  Capps  said  a  certain  thing  as  to  the  cost  of  sab- 
marines,  vou  would  not  be  willing  to  accept  his  figures  because  he 
never  made  any? — A.  I  would  believe  Admiral  Capps  was  sincere. 
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Q.  But  you  would  not  accept  his  figures  because  he  never  made  sub- 
marines; that  is  what  you  testified?  I  am  just  trying  to  see  where 
we  are  left  on  the  question  of  determining  cost? — A.  1  do  not  think 
I  said  it  in  just  that  way. 

Q.  When  you  went  with  the  other  members  of  the  Connecticut  dele- 
gation to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  reference  to  this  contract,  did 
you  object  to  the  price  paid  or  to  h!e  paid  to  the  Lake  Boat  Company 
for  their  contract 1 — A.  I  did  not  take  any  part,  as  I  remember  it,  in 
.the  conversation. 

Q.  I  am  trying  to  find  out,  did  you  take  any  part  in  the  way  of 
objecting  to  the  price  the  Lake  Boat  Company  asked  ? — A.  I  do  not 
think  there  was  any  price  argument  there.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
indicated  a  willingness  to  deal  with  the  Lake  people  on  the  contract. 

Q.  Well,  now,  then,  when  he  indicated  that  did  you  say  to  him  that 
you  thought  that  the  price  ought  not  to  exceed  $745.45  a  ton  ? — A.  I 
did  not  say  so ;  no.    I  was  not  asked  to  give  any  advice. 

Q.  No ;  but  you  say  a  good  many  things  without  being  asked  when 
you  are  looking  after  things  for  the  Government.  The  Connecticut 
Senator,  being,  as  you  have  said,  an  able  and  honest  man,  one  of  them 
having  served  on  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  and  being  presum- 
ably familiar  with  those  matters,  and  the  other,  as  you  stated,  as  be- 
ing a  splendid  business  man,  why  did  you  not  consult  with  them  be- 
fore introducing  your  resolution? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  consult  very 
much  with  people  about  what  I  am  going  to  do;  I  do  not  care  to 
bother  them. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  with  them? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  either  of  them  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  talk  with  them  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  say  anything  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  they  to  you  f— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  would  not  open  competition,  as  you  call  it,  re- 
sult in  giving  the  contracts  for  the  boats  to  the  lowest  and  best  bid- 
ders?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  when  you  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  asking  him 
to  divide  the  business,  that  did  not  mean  open  competition,  did  it? 
A.  Well,  that  is  what  I  meant;  I  think  it  says  something  in  there 
about  open  competition. 

Q.  You  asked  him  to  divide  the  business  and  give  the  Lake  Boat 
Company  a  part  of  the  contract  ? — A.  I  wanted  them  to  have  a  chance 
to  make  figures. 

Q.  Just  to  make  figures.  You  wanted  them  to  have  a  contract. — 
A.  I  said  a  while  ago  to  the  lowest  bidder  for  the  best  goods,  and  that 
is  the  only  thing  that  I  am  contending  for. 

Q.  When  you  let  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  they  do  not 
divide  the  business;  that  gives  it  all  to  the  lowest  and  best  bidder. — 
A.  Will  you  please  read  the  letter? 

Q.  I  have  read  the  letter. — A.  I  do  not  think  it  says  divide  the 
business. 

Q.  It  does  say  divide  the  business.  I  have  read  it  a  few  minutes 
ago. — A.  Will  you  let  me  see  it,  please? 

Q.  Here  is  the  language  of  a  good  business  man,  I  will  give  you 
credit  for  that.  I  am  not  going  to  dwell  upon  the  letter,  but  this  is 
the  concluding  paragraph :  "  I  sincerely  hope  that  before  awarding 
the  contract  you  will  examine  not  only  the  reports  of  the  seagoing 
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tests,  but  also  the  plans  and  specifications  submitted  by  the  Lib 
Company,  and  that  you  will  see  your  way  clear  to  divide  the  bos- 
ness.  Now,  does  divide  the  business  mean  open  competition?— A.  If 
he  sent  out  bids  for  the  eight  boats 

Q.  You  did  not  ask  him  to  send  out  bids  for  the  eight  boats: 
seven  boats  had  already  been  let ;  there  was  only  one  more  contact 
to  be  let. — A.  If  there  was  only  one  more  contract  to  be  let  for  a  boai: 
I  can  not  see  how  that  applies. 

Q.  The  only  way  he  could  divide  the  business  was  to  give  the  con- 
tract to  the  Lake  Company  ? — A.  Yes,  sir ;  but  I  did  not  ask  him  to  j 
give  it  to  them  on  anything  but  a  fair  basis. 

Q.  You  did  not  say  anytningabout  the  basis,  did  you  ? — A.  No,  ar. 

Q.  Nor  in  your  letter  to  the  Department  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Lilley,  when  you  speak  of  open  competition  all  the 
way  through  have  vou  not  meant  something  a  little  different  from 
what  that  term  might  be  construed  to  mean?  Now,  open  competition 
would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  user  of  the  phrase  meant  that 
there  should  be  open  and  free  competition  for  all  boats  and  the  low- 
est and  best  bidder  to  get  all  the  contracts. — A.  That  is  my  idea. 

Q.  Another  idea  that  I  have  gathered  from  some  part  of  your  tes- 
timony was  that  you  thought  it  was  better  to  have  two  companies  in 
existence,  otherwise,  if  it  were  only  one,  and  the  one  were  driven  out 
and  did  not  get  anvthing,  the  other  one  might  eventually  get  a  mo- 
nopoly.— A.  My  idea  would  be  to  have  as  many  companies  as 
possible. 

Q.  If  the  lowest  bidder  got  all  the  contracts  the  other  companv 
would  be  out  of  business.  I  simply  wanted  to  know  if  I  understood 
you  some  days  ago  when  you  were  on  the  stand  for  open  competition 
you  meant  that  there  should  be  more  than  one  company  and  as  the 
result  of  competition  possibly  the  contract  should  be  given  to  the 
other  company. — A.  I  think  it  is  pretty  plain  to  encourage  compe- 
tition would  not  limit  it  to  one  company. 

Q.  The  more  the  merrier,  of  course.  But  what  you  mean  by  open 
competition  is  that  the  contract  should  be  let  to  the  lowest  and  bfc* 
bidder  ? — A.  Yes.    Give  everyone  a  chance  to  bid. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  You  have  stated  in  your  testimony  to  Mr.  Howard  and  Mr. 
Olmsted  that  there  was  competition  at  the  time  that  Lake  contract 
was  let  ? — A.  There  was  some  money  unexpended. 

Q.  There  was  a  chance  to  bid  at  that  time  under  the  law.— A*  I 
understand  so. 

Q.  Then  why  did  you  swear  before  us  in  your  testimony  of  March 
9  the  following:  "  I  also  submit  as  one  of  the  facts  influencing  me  to 
introduce  my  resolution  that  in  my  judgment  under  special  and  ex- 
clusive legislation  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor 
had  already  received  from  the  United  States  an  excessive  profit  of 
more  than  $l,000,000,v  when  there  was  no  such  thing  as  special  and 
exclusive  legislation  ?— :A.  Oh,  yes ;  there  had  been.  Seven  boats  were 
let  under  it. 

Q.  Was  there  at  that  time  special  and  exclusive  legislation  l—i 
There  was  always  attempt  to  make  legislation  special  and  exclusive. 

Q.  Was  there  any  such  thing  at  that  time  as  special  and  exclusive 
legislation? — A.  At  what  time? 
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Q*  The  time  this  contract  was  let,  and  at  the  time  this  testimony 
was  given. — A.  At  the  time  the  contract  for  a  submarine  boat  was 
let  they  had  hot  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  and  I  under- 
stand that  no  one  else  could  figure. 

Q.  The  law  was  just  the  same  ? — A.  The  law  was  the  same. 

Q.  Then,  as  a  matter  of  fact  there  was  no  such  thing  as  special  and 
exclusive  legislation? — A.  It  was  intended  to  be  special  and  ex- 
clusive. 

Q.  You  said  that  there  was  special  and  exclusive  legislation.  Now, 
was  that  true? — A.  By  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  after- 
wards rendered,  that  statement  would  be  correct. 

Q.  If  that  is  true  that  there  is  no  such  special  and  exclusive  legis- 
lation after  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  was  rendered,  in 
August,  why  did  you  swear  that  there  was  in  March  following? — 
A.  What  do  you  mean  by  following? 

Q.  That  is  March? — A.  It  had  been  passed  by  the  Jfaval  Commit- 
tee— exclusive  legislation.. 

Q.  That  statement  had  no  reference  to  special  legislation;  it  had 
reference  to  past  legislation. — A.  Well,  I  think  it  was  intended  to  be 
exclusive  legislation,  and  that  it  was  exclusive  legislation  until  the 
Attorney-General  rendered  his  opinion. 

Q.  You  know  very  well  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  does 
not  make  the  law,  do  you  not?  It  is  the  act  of  Congress  that  makes 
the  law,  you  know  that  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  did  not  change  the  law, 
you  know  that? — A.  Well,  yes. 

Q.  It  is  only  the  construction  of  the  law  already  in  existence? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  the  law  was  not  changed  after  the  4th  day  of  March 
last, or  has  not  been  changed  since  that;  you  know  that? — A.  I  know 
it  was  the  general  impression. 

Q.  That  has  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  you  know  the  law  has  not  been 
changed  since  the  4th  of  March  last  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  why,  after  you  had  done  as  you  have  indicated  you  have 
in  your  testimony  with  Mr.  Howard  and  Mr.  Olmsted,  why  did  you 
swear  after  claiming  that  there  was  competition,  why  did  you  swear 
that  there  was  a  condition  as  exclusive  and  special  legislation? — A. 
Well,  the  special  legislation  was  exclusive  and  special  enough,  and 
there  seemed  to  have  been  more  attorneys  present  that  think  the  At- 
torney-General was  wrong  than  think  he  was  right,  so  that  I  do  not 
think  that  the  law  has  been  changed  by  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney- 
General. 

Q.  You  know,  as  you  stated  to  Mr.  Howard,  that  there  was  no 
such  thing  as  exclusive  legislation,  and  there  was  competition,  so  that 
the  Lake  Boat  Company  did  get  the  business,  don't  you. — A.  Xo;  I 
thought  that  the  law  was  exclusive. 

Q.  Then  why  did  you  ask  that  the  Secretary  should  violate  the  law 

£d  make  a  contract  $ — A.  I  had  not  finished  my  sentence.  I  thought 
at  the  law  was  exclusive  until  after  the  Attorney-General  had  ren- 
dered his  opinion,  and  since  I  have  come  before  these  hearings  here 
I  do  not  know  whether  his  opinion  was  correct  or  not.  Senator 
Thurston  says  it  was. 

The  Chairman.  There  are  three  questions  I  want  to  ask  you,  Mr. 
Lilley.    They  have  no  relation  tothis  matter  of  figures  w$  have  just 
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been  talking  about.  I  wrote  them  out  with  some  care  because  they 
relate  to  matters  that  you  have  testified  to  at  previous  times  as  it 
have  been  conducting  the  investigation.  Mv  only  thought  in  pit- 
ting the  questions  into  this  form  is  that  pernaps  the  answers  to  tib 
questions  would  help  to  clarify  the  situation  a  little  and  posbly 
point  out  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  have  other  witnesses  nere,  is 
the  time  is  coming  now  when  we  must  send  for  the  other  witnesses 
that  we  want  or  for  such  books  and  documents  as  we  want  I  wiD 
read  the  questions  slowty  and  you  will  see  that  they  do  refer  to  dif- 
ferent parts  of  your  testimony.  If  you  will  kindly  take  full  time 
in  answering  them  and  if  they  harmonize  with  the  actual  facts  in 
the  case,  and  if  they  do  not  harmonize  with  what  you  testified  be- 
fore, or  your  recollection  of  it,  of  course  you  will  be  given  ample 
opportunity  to  modify  it,  anything  that  you  have  stated  before. 

First,  if  the  submarine  proposition  in  the  naval  bill  of  this  year 
has  met  with  your  approval  so  that  it  would  have  appeared  that  the 
supposed  influence  or  the  Electric  Boat  Company  would  not  stifle 
the  amount  of  full,  free  competition  in  submarines,  would  you  hare 
introduced  your  resolution  No.  255? 

A.  I  think  I  have  testified  that  that  was  the  final  straw  or  the 
culmination  of  my  introducing  the  resolution. 

The  Chairman.  I  very  much  wish  that  you  could  answer  these 
three  questions  by  "  yes  "  or  "  no,"  because  you  will  see  the  full  bear- 
ing of  them  and  their  connections  with  what  you  have  already  testi- 
fied about.  If  the  naval  bill  of  this  year  had  contained  a  proposi- 
tion for  full,  free,  and  open  competition,  which  met  with  your  fall 
and  hearty  approval,  would  you  have  introduced  resolution  No.  255! 

(Answer  to  the  previous  question  was  read  to  the  witness.) 

A.  I  can  not  give  you  any  better  answer  than  that.  I  can  not  ay 
what  I  would  have  done  because  I  do  not  know  what  I  would  have 
done,  but  I  know  that  that  had  much  to  do  with  it ;  it  was  the  final 
act  that  led  up  to  it. 

The  Chairman.  I  may  say,  Mr.  Lilley,  that  there  will  be  absolutely 
no  attempt  on  my  part  at  any  cross-examination  in  this  matter.  I  am 
very  confident  that  your  attorney,  Senator  Brown,  if  he  has  read  all 
the  testimony,  will  see  the  full  bearing  of  these  questions. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  consider  the  question  very  fair.  Whether  it  can  be 
answered  or  not  I  do  not  know. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  simply  to  be  answered  upon  full  and  calm 
reflection  on  your  part,  and  calling  to  your  mind  particularly  what 
you  have  already  testified  in  a  general  way  bearing  on  this  subject. 

If  the  bill  had  been  in  the  shape  that  met  with  your  absolute  and 
hearty  approval,  this  final  straw  being  absent,  would  you  have  intro- 
duced House  resolution  255? 

A.  No  man  knows  what  he  would  have  done  until  he  is  confronted 
with  the  proposition.  I  think  the  chances  are  I  would  not.  I  think 
that  was  the  last  straw,  as  I  have  testified. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  glad  you  have  answered  in  that  way,  becapa 
you  will  see  its  relation  to  the  question  that  comes.  You  do  thiii 
now  that  you  would  not  have  introduced  it  if  the  naval  bill 

A.  I  think  that  the  chances  are 

The  Chairman.  Is  that  the  strongest  that  you  wish  to  put  it!  I 
wish  you  would  take  ample  time  to  consult  "with  your  attorney  fl 
reference  yto  it  if  you  have  any  doubt  about  the  form  in  which  you 
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should  put  your  answer.  What  is  your  best  opinion  as  to  whether  you 
would  or  would  not  have  introduced  that  resolution  if  the  naval  bill 
had  contained  a  submarine  provision  which  met  with  your  full  and 
hearty  approval,  and  provided  for  full,  free  competition,  thereby  indi- 
cating that  the  influence  of  this  company  in  stining  such  competition 
was  at  an  end  or  did  not  prevail? 

A.  I  do  not  think  I  would  have  introduced  it. 

The  Chairman.  Then  I  will  ask  you  the  second  question.  Did  you 
not  express  orally  or  in  writing  the  opinion  on  more  than  one  occasion 
before  you  introduced  your  resolution  255  that  if  the  naval  bill  could 
be  amended  so  that  it  would  provide  for  full,  free,  and  open  competi- 
tion on  submarines  you  would  not  think  it  necessary  or  wise  to  intro- 
duce your  resolution  for  an  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany?   I  do  not  care  to  know  how  many. 

Mr.  Brown.  May  I  ask  that  the  witness  take  your  question  and  look 
at  it? 

The  Chairman.  As  I  say,  take  full  time  for  this,  but  it  is  written 
out  hurriedly,  so  that  it  could  not  be  read.  I  will  reread  it.  Did  you 
not  express  orally  in  writing  the  opinion  on  more  than  one  occasion 
before  you  introduced  your  resolution  255  that  if  the  naval  bill  could 
be  amended  so  that  it  would  provide  for  full,  free,  and  open  competi- 
tion on  submarines  you  would  not  think  it  necessary  or  wise  to  in- 
troduce the  resolution  for  an  investigation  of  submarines? 

A.  Not  on  more  than  one  occasion. 

The  Chairman.  Did  you  on  one  occasion  ? 

A.  Substantially ;  I  think  I  did. 

The  Chairman.  I  wish  you  would  advise  him  to  make  it  as  clear 
and  specific  as  he  can. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  chairman  does  not  desire  you  to  go  into  details. 

The  Chairman.  No;  absolutely  none. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  chairman  asks  you  whether  it  was  exactly  so, 
whether  you  can  say  yes  to  it. 

The  Chairman.  What  I  want  substantially  did  not  modify  your 
opinion.    Did  you  or  not  say  substantially  this? 

A.  P  might  have  mentioned  substantially  that  statement  to  one  or 
two  persons. 

The  Chairman.  Did  you  not  ? 

A.  I  can  not  recall  positively,  Mr.  Boutell. 

The  Chairman.  I  wish  you  would  be  positive,  then,  as  to  your  best 
judgment. 

A.  I  think  I  made  the  statement  substantially. 

The  Chairman.  Three.  Did  you  not  on  more  than  one  occasion 
after  the  introduction  of  your  resolution  No.  255  express  the  opinion 
orally  or  in  writing  that  if  the  naval  bill  could  still  be  amended  so  as 
to  provide  for  full,  free,  and  open  competition  for  submarines,  so  as 
to  meet  your  full  and  hearty  approval  it  would  be  wiser,  if  possible, 
not  to  proceed  under  House  resolution  255  ? 

A.  ]So,  sir.  I  do  not  recall  any  statement  of  that  kind;  not  after 
the  resolution  was  in. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  are  you  positive  about  that? 

A.  I  do  not  recall  after  the  resolution  was  in. 

The  Chairman.  Your  only  statement  was  before  you  introduced 
the  resolution  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  That  if  it  were  in  that  shape  you  would  not  have  introdi 
it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  We  would  like  to  have,  not  to-night,  but  to-HM 
the  production  of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Goff  to  you,  and  your    m 
alluded  to.    Also  your  letters  to  Mr.  Lathrop,  also  all  letters  to 
from  you  or  to  any  person  in  any  way  connected  with  anv  Connect 
newspapers  since  February  1,  1908.     Also  the  notebooks  which 
Webster  testified  to,  which  you  said  you  would  produce;  also 
stenographic  book  of  the  stenographer.    Also  all  letters  from 
Lilley  to  any  and  all  persons  referring  to  the  House,  its  officers, 
this  committee  relating  to  this  investigation  or  the  proposed  resolut 
of  investigation  since  February  1,  1908.    All  letters  and  copies 
letters.    These  of  course  to  be  examined  in  executive  session  of 
committee. 

Mr.  Brown.  Will  the  chairman  allow  me  one  word,  as  I  may 
sibly  be  called  upon  to  advise  my  client  in  reference  to  these  matt«i| 

Tlie  Chairman.  Yes.  j 

Mr.  Brown.  Yesterday  afternoon,  as  I  understood  the  situatiai,] 
the  committee  asked  Mr.  Lilley  if  he  would  be  willing  to  produce  W 
letter  book  in  which  were  copied  letters  that  had  been  sent  to  aaj 
parties  reflecting  on  the  conduct  of  the  committee  carrying  on  this 
investigation.    As  I  understood  the  situation  at  that  time,  it  w« 
simply  an  invitation  to  him  to  produce  the  copy  book  containing  suck 
letters,  and  with  my  advice,  and  for  the  reason  that  I  have  stated  vaf 
briefly  to  the  committee,  he  answered  the  particular  question  put  ti 
him  by  saying  that  in  substance  he  was  unwilling,  although  the  i>ar- 
ticular  words  used  were  "  I  object."    That  is,  he  received  an  invita- 
tion, not  an  order  from  the  committee,  an  invitation  from  the  com- 
mittee to  produce  such  a  book,  and  he  announced  his  unwillingness/ 
That,  as  I  understand,  is  the  present  situation,  and  the  answer  wis 
dictated  to  meet  a  certain  question  propounded  by  the  committee. 
Now,  if  the  committee  should  desire  to  make  a  ruling,  not  an  order, 
in  connection  with  the  production  by  Mr.  Lilley  of  copies  of  any 
letters  that  he  has  sent  to  any  person,  in  order  that  I  might  advise 
him  intelligently  as  to  his  legal  duty  in  the  premises,  it  does  seem  that 
the  committee  ought  to  frame  its  order,  if  it  ever  makes  one,  so  that 
it  will  appear  wnat  purpose  the  committee  wants  the  letters  fa. 
That  would  have  a  great  deal  to  do  with  any  advice  I  should  harc 
to  give  him.     I  think  you  would  not  suspect  that  I  would  want  to 
advise  him  to  disobey  an  act  of  Congress  or  to  refuse  to  comply  witi 
such  powers  as  you  have  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  State 
that  belongs  to  the  House  and  delegated  to  you  as  a  committee  of 
the  House,  and  I  can  not  advise  his  rights  unless  I  know  the  purpo* 
you  want  the  correspondence  for,  because  that  is  the  very  basis  as  to 
whether  he  should  or  should  not  comply  with  the  order.  "And  I  hope 
still  that  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  push  the  matter  to  the  extreme, 
where  there  will  be  a  conflict  between  the  assumed  power  of  the 
committee,  on  the  one  side,  to  make  an  order,  and  the  assumed  right. 
on  the  other  side,  to  refuse  compliance.     I  hope  we  shall  not  get  to 
that  extreme.    When  the  order  comes,  if  it  is  made,  I  should  like  to 
be  heard  by  this  committee  after  I  know  the  purpose. 

The  Chairman.  If  it  comes  to  the  point  of  a  declination  in  general 
terms  then,  of  course,  the  committee  will  make  a  carefully  prepared 
demand  for  the  books,  substantially  in  the  legal  effect  of  a  subpoatf 
duces  tecum.    I  may  say  that  Mr.  Lilley,  of  course,  is  the  last  person 
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in  the  world  upon  whom  we  expect  it  will  be  necessary  to  make  any 
order  compelling  him  to  do  anything.  Mr.  Lilley  is  a  Member  of 
our  body  and  interested,  as  we  are,  in  the  protection  of  the  honor  and 
integrity  of  the  House,  and  it  certainly  would  be  with  great  regret 
that  this  committee  would  feel  that  any  evidence  which  it  was  neces- 
sary for  us  to  examine  in  executive  session  that  was  in  his  possession 
could  not  be  had.  If  it  should  become  necessary  to  make  a  formal 
demand  the  committee  will  make  that  carefully  in  writing,  stating 
the  reasons  for  it  and  the  grounds  for  which  we  wish  to  examine  the 
particular  book. 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  what  I  would  like. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  a  rough  memorandum.  It  may  serve  just 
for  the  purpose,  perhaps,  and  the  stenographer  may  write  it  out  from 
that. 

Mr.  Brown.  If  you  desire  it,  gentlemen,  the  Goff  letter,  the  original 
letter  from  Goff  to  Mr.  Lilley,  and  the  copy  of  the  reply  can  be  pro- 
duced to-night.    Mr.  Lilley  did  not  wish  it  to  get  into  the  newspapers. 

The  Chairman.  All  books  and  papers  will  be  examined  in  execu- 
tive session  and  none  of  them  will  be  made  public  unless  there  is  some 
reason  why  they  should  be  spread  upon  the  record. 

TESTIMONY  OF  T.  E.  SPENCEB. 

T.  E.  Spencer,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined,  tes- 
tified as  follows : 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Where  is  your  place  of  residence,  Mr.  Spencer? — A.  Wash- 
ington. 

Q.  Is  that  your  voting  place? — A.  No,  sir;  I  vote  in  Bridgeport, 
Conn. 

Q,  What  is  your  occupation  or  profession  in  Washington? — A.  I 
am  an  employee  of  the  House. 

Q.  In  what  capacity  ? — A.  I  am  on  the  police  force. 

Q.  Are  you  on  the  day  service  or  night  service? — A. Both,  alter- 
nately. 

Q.  What  other  occupation  have  you? — A.  I  am  interested  with 
Mr.  Wallmo  in  furnishing  correspondence  to  a  string  of  Connecticut 
evening  papers. 

Q.  Will  you  name  the  papers? — A.  The  Hartford  Times,  New 
Haven  Register,  the  New  Britain  Herald,  the  Waterbury  American, 
and  the  New  London  Day.  and  the  Bridgeport  Standard,  and  that 
is  all. 

Q.  We  do  not  care  anything  about  anything  you  may  have  written 
about  other  matters,  but  have  you  written  some  matters  concerning 
this  submarine  question  ? — A.  V  ery  little  myself. 

Q.  What  part  did  you  take  in  it  then? — A.  On  my  off  days  I  go 
to  the  various  Departments  and  look  up  Connecticut  affairs. 

Q.  Who  writes  the  matter  concerning  submarine  affairs? — A.  Mr. 
Wallmo  has  written  all  of  them. 

Q.  You  have  not  written  anything? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  recall 
anything  I  have  written  about  it  at  all. 

Q.  Do  vou  know  E.  B.  Spencer? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  is  E.  B.  Spencer?— A.. That  is  my  wife. 

Q.  Is  she  a  Government  official  ? — A.  She  is  a  clerk  to  Mr.  Henry, 
and  was  when  I  married  her. 
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Q.  Is  she  clerk  to  Mr.  Henry  or  clerk  to  Committee  on  PaS 
Buildings  and  Grounds  and  Committee  on  Expenditures?— A.  Bt 
cently  she  has  been  made  clerk  to  the  committee.  She  has  been  wnk 
him,  however,  for  ten  years  or  more. 

Q.  What  compensation  does  she  get  as  clerk  to  the  committee!- 
A.  I  understand  she  gets  $6  a  day ;  personally  I  do  not  know  any- 
thing about  that. 

Q.  What  compensation  do  you  get,  Mr.  Spencer? — A-  $1,050 1 
year. 

Q.  Is  Mrs.  Spencer  in  the  newspaper  business? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Does  not  ao  any  newspaper  work  at  all? — A.  Not  at  all. 

Q.  Do  any  part  of  the  writing  ? — A.  Not  a  bit  of  it  at  all.  , 

Q.  Did  you  give  the  Waterbury  Republican  in  that  list  ?— A  S% 
sir:  no  morning  papers.  | 

Q.  Who  writes  for  the  Waterbury  Republican? — A.  I  don't  know; 
I  don't  know  at  all. 

Q.  Did  you  see  it  occasionally? — A.  No,  sir;*  I  have  not  seen  hi 
one  copy  of  it  this  winter. 

Q.  Mr.  Spencer,  you  are  a  Capitol  policeman? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  made  any  investigation  about  the  employment  of 
detectives  by  anybody  about  these  premises? — A.  No,  sir;  I  hi* 
not. 

Q.  You  have  not  made  any  investigation  to  see  whether  or  not  tff 
detectives  were  at  any  time  during  this  session  employed  at  any  tin» 
to  shadow  any  Member  of  Congress? — A.  No;  I  did  not.  Somebodf 
telephoned  over  to  the  office  one  time  when  I  was  in  the  office,  and! 
carried  the  report  over  to  the  other  office.  I  believe  I  spoke  to  Mr. 
Webber  about  it  the  same  day  as  it  was  telephoned  to  me,  I  doirt 
know  who  telephoned  to  me;  said  Mr.  Lilley  had  complained  he  wn 
being  f  ollowea  by  detectives  and  wanted  to  De  protected.  As  it  hap- 
pened, I  happened  to  be  in  charge  at  the  office  and  received  the  tele- 
gram. I  took  it  over  to  the  captain's  office — at  least  I  went  over  td 
told  Mr.  Webber  what  I  heard.  In  the  telephone  it  said,  whoever  ft 
was,  it  was  in  the  new  building  and  we  were  in  the  old  building  tfi 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

Q.  Did  you  locate  any  detectives? — A.  I  did  not.  I  believe  Mr. 
Lilley  stopped  me  right  by  the  door  one  time  and  pointed  out  a  ntf* 
and  asked  me  if  I  had  known  him ;  said  he  had  seen  him  jprite  often 
at  his  door  and  asked  me  if  I  knew  him.    I  told  him  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  him  since? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  saw  him  next  dty 

Q.  Who  was  it? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  him  since  that? — A.  No ;  he  was  here  at  the  tin* 
Mr.  Lilley  pointed  him  out  and  I  saw  him  the  next  day. 

Q.  What  did  he  do?— A.  Standing  at  the  end  of  the  corridor  and 
the  next  day  he  was  out  at  streets  New  Jersey  avenue  and  B  street. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  his  occupation  is? — A.  I  haven't  the  slight- 
est idea.  I  didn't  know  the  man,  didn't  know  him  then,  and  havenx 
seen  him  since  nor  before. 

Q.  Did  he  look  like  a  detective? — A.  I  would  not  think  so.  * 
would  not  pick  him  up  for  one  if  I  was  looking  for  detectives. 

Q.  Would  you  have  employed  him  as  a  detective  from  what  J® 
saw  of  him  ? — A.  No ;  I  would  not.    He  looked  like  a  chump  to  n* 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  Saturday,  Aprils 
1908,  at  11  o'clock  a.  m.) 
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Select  Committee  Under  H.  Res.  288, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C,  Saturday,  April  26, 1908. 
The  committee  met  at  11.30  o'clock  a.  m.,  Hon.  Henry  S.  Boutell 
(chairman)  in  the  chair. 
All  of  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  WILLIAM  B.  ELLIS. 

William  R.  Ellis,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined 
testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  you  will  ask  Mr.  Ellis  the  necessary 
questions. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Mr.  Ellis,  you  are  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives? — 
A.  I  am. 

Q.  From  what  district? — A.  Second  district  of  Oregon. 

Q.  State  whether  or  not  you  are  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Naval  Affairs. — A.  I  am. 

Q.  And  have  attended  its  meetings  generally  this  year? — A. 
Pretty  regularly;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  present  at  the  meeting  of  February  10,  when  the  votes 
were  had  on  the  proposed  increase  of  the  Navy? — A.  That  was  the 
final  hearing  of  the  Naval  Committee? 

Q.  Yes,  sir. — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  was  present  at  that  time,  most  of  the 
time.     I  was  called  out  a  time  or  two,  but  returned  immediately. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  how  you  voted  on  the  battle-ship  proposition? — 
A.  I  voted  with  the  majority  of  the  committee  to  report  but  for  two 
ships,  stating  at  the  time  that  I  reserved  the  right  to  vote  for  four 
on  amendment  in  the  House  if  there  was  any  prospect  of  carrying  it. 

Q.  How  did  you  vote  on  the  floor  of  the  House? — A.  I  votea  for 
four. 

Q.  You  voted  for  submarines? — A.  I  did,  sir.     I  voted  for  eight. 

Q.  Mr.  Mudd  offered  a  substitute;  see  if  I  have  it  right.  Mr.  Lou- 
denslager  first  offered  a  proposition  for  eight  submarine  boats;  then 
Mr.  Mudd  offered  a  substitute  for  the  Loudenslager  proposition.  Do 
you  remember  how  you  voted  on  Mr.  Mudd's  substitute? — A.  Well,  I 
would  say  this,  that  at  fche  time  there  was  a  gentleman  from  Portland. 
Oreg.,  without  the  door  who  was  very  anxious  to  talk  with  me,  ana 
I  was  passing  out  between  every  vote  and  going  back  in;  and  to  the 
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gentlemen  with  whom  I  had  talked,  and  who  held  the  same  views »| 
myself,  once  or  twice  I  said:  "What  is  our  vote  upon  this!"  id 
voted  accordingly  with  those  gentlemen.  And  I  could  not  tell  y» 
exactly  as  to  those  several  substitutes. 

Q.  You  are  recorded  as  voting  with  Messrs.  Foss,  Mudd,  IiDey, 
Ellis,  Padgett,  and  Hobson,  as  voting  in  favor  of  the  subma» 
proposition  offered  by  Mr.  Mudd. — A.  I  have  no  reason  to  chaBaagt 
that  vote.     I  think  that  is  probably  correct. 

O.  Then  I  would  like,  Mr.  Ellis,  to  ask  you  this:  Whether  in  any 
of  the  discussions  in  your  committee  there  was  any  relation  betwea 
the  four  battle-ship  proposition  and  the  number  of  submarines  to  be 
voted  fori — A.  Not  to  mv  knowledge,  sir;  I  do  not  know  of  any- 
thing of  that  character;  that  is,  where  one  was  contingent  upon  tit 
other. 

Q.  Yes. — A.  I  know  nothing  of  that  character  to, my  knowledge. 

Q.  Then,  was  or  not  each  proposition  discussed  separately  w 
alone  and  upon  its  own  merits  i — A.  It  was,  so  far  as  I  am  aware. 

Q.  Did  the  vote  upon  the  battle-ship  proposition  depend  in  «rr 
way  upon  the  vote  on  the  submarine  proposition  ? — A.  5f ot  with  me 
ana  no  one  else  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Then,  did  the  vote  on  the  submarine  proposition  depend  in 
any  way  upon  the  battle-ship  proposition? — A.  I  think  not.  I  may 
have  argued,  and  think,  perhaps,  I  did,  that  inasmuch  as  we  wei* 
not  going  to  have  the  four  battle  ships,  and  the  Pacific  coast  del 
tion  having  urged  upon  me  the  necessity  of  having  more  ves 
especially  of  submarines,  I  think,  perhaps,  it  may  have  influent 
me  somewhat  personally  in  voting  tor  a  larger  number  than  I  wouH 
if  there  had  been  a  large  vote  for  battle  ships,  but  there  was  no  talk 
of  that  character  that  I  heard  of. 

Q.  No  logrolling  ? — A.  Never  heard  of  any,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  any  statement  made  or  argument  made  that  the  four 
battle-ship  proposition  should  be  defeated  in  order  to  secure  more 
submarines? — A.  Oh,  no;  I  never  heard  of  such  a  thing,  not  to  my 
knowledge;  certainly  not  in  the  open  committee  in  hearings  during 
any  time  I  was  present. 

Q.  Upon  the  floor  of  the  House  you  voted,  did  you  not,  for  the 
four  battle  ships  and  the  eight  submarines? — A.  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Your  vote  on  the  one  proposition  was  in  no  way  related  to  youi 
vote  on  the  other? — A.  Not  in  the  least. 

O.  You  voted  for  both  propositions  because  you  felt  that  they  were 
both  right  ? — A.  Thought  that  they  were  both  right  and  I  believed  in 
both  propositions. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  how  the  sentiment  on  the  Pacific 
coast  was  worked  up  in  favor  of  better  coast  defenses? — A.  All  I 
know  about  it,  Mr.  Olmsted,  was  that  the  members  of  the  Pacific 
coast  delegation  personally,  several  of  them,  came  to  me  and  urged  it, 
and  the  Washington  delegation  asked  that  I  go  to  the  chairman  of  our 
committee  and  reauest  that  they  have  a  time  to  appear  before  the 
committee  in  behalf  of  it. 

Q.  In  behalf  of  more  submarines? — A.  In  behalf  of  more  sub" 
marines,  on  account  of  the  immense  coast  line  and  the  numerous 
small  harbors.  They  felt  if  we  could  not  have  a  larger  navy  of  tk* 
character  of  the  battle  ships,  that  this  would  constitute  a  good  means 
of  defense  and  we  needed  more  of  them.    It  was  urged  on  account  of 
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the  Straits  of  Fuca  and  the  entrance  to  Puget  Sound,  argument  was 
made  that  something  of  that  character  was  needed.  Otherwise  there 
was  nothing  to  prevent,  so  far  as  the  present  situation  goes  of  a 
battle  ship  of  another  country  coming  in  there  and  that  a  submarine 
would  act  as  a  deterrent  if  not  an  effectual  defense.  The  only  argu- 
ment I  heard  was  the  members  of  the  Pacific  coast  delegation  who 
talked  to  me  privately  and  to  the  committee,  and  of  course  I  saw  in 
the  newspapers  of  the  Pacific  coast  speaking  briefly  of  the  project. 

Q.  Then,  do  we  understand  that  the  entire  Pacific  coast  repre- 
sentation in  Congress  was  in  favor  of  more  submarines? — A.  So  far 
as  I  know,  yes.  If  thpre  was  anv  that  were  opposed,  they  did  not 
make  it  known  to  me.  I  was  the  only  member  from  the  Pacific 
coast  on  the  committee,  and  the  Members  from  the  Pacific  coast 
naturally  came  to  me  to  talk  to  get  me  to  place  their  views  before 
the  committee  and  urge  matters  in  their  behalf. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  a  man  by  the  name  of  J.  S.  C.  Archibald? — 
A.  Not  to  my  knowledge ;  no,  sir.  I  have  met  a  number  of  men  here 
whose  names  I  do  not  Know,  but  I  do  not  recall  such  a  name;  I  do 
not  know  the  name. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  him  on  the  Pacific  coast? — A.  No,  sir;  not 
to  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  him? — A.  Never  did ;  never  heard  of  such 
a  man. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  the  Members  of  the  Pacific  coast,  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the  Pacific  coast — do  you  know 
how  they  voted  on  the  four  battle-ship  proposition? — A.  I  think  they 
all  voted  for  it;  Lam  not  sure,  but  I  think  so.  I  know  the  great 
majority  did. 

(3.  Then  they  wanted  more  battle  ships  and  more  submarines? — 
A.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  a  large  coast  line  out  there,  and  the  fact  that 
the  fleet  was  then  off  our  coast  or  was  expected  there  in  a  short  time 
created  a  good  deal  of  talk  along  that  line.  There  was  some  little 
talk  of  the  character  that  you  gentlemen  heard  upon  the  floor  in 
regard  to  what  certain  countries  beyond  in  the  Orient  might  do,  and 
we  have  some  timid  people  on  the  Pacific  coast  as  well  as  elsewhere 
and  who  thought  perhaps  there  was  something  in  this  talk,  and  they 
urged  matters  along  that  line.  I  think  a  large  number  of  the  Pacific 
coast  members  would  have  probably  voted  for  six  if  there  had  been 
such  a  proposition  before  the  House  and  would  have  had  the  backing 
of  their  constituents  in  doing  so. 

Q.  Six  battle  ships? — A.   les,  sir. 

Q.  And  for  16  submarines? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  There  has  been  a  statement  made  to  this  committee  to  the 
effect  that  one  J.  S.  C.  Archibald,  representing  the  Collier's  Weekly, 
visited  the  Pacific  coast  in  the  year  1906  in  the  interest  of  torpedo- 
boat  legislation  with  the  idea  of  working  up  public  sentiment  through 
meetings  of  chambers  of  commerce  and  ooards  of  trade  and  com- 
mercial clubs  and  commercial  organizations  and  thereby  influence 
the  Members  of  Congress  to  vote  for  a  large  number  of  submarines. 
Now  you  have  lived  on  the  Pacific  coast  how  long? — A.  About 
twenty-five  years. 

Q.  You  have  been  a  Member  of  Congress  how  long? — A.  I  was  a 
Member  of  Congress  from  March  4,  1893,  to  March  4,  1899. 
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Q.  Then  what  position  did  you  hold  ? — A.  I  then  went  onto  tb 
circuit  bench  the  first  Monday  of  July,  1900,  and  remained  that 
until  the  first  Monday  of  Jul}",  1906. 

Q.  Do  you  keep  informed  about  the  condition  of  public  opinion  ; 
on  public  affairs  on  the  Pacific  coast? — A.  Largely  so,  yes;  I  tab 
the  daily  newspapers  of  my  own  State,  and  I  read  the  current  new 
of  the  day  ana  endeavor  to  keep  myself  reasonably  well  posted. 

Q.  Have  you  been  interested  in  the  subject  of  coast  defenses  and 
national  marine  defenses  so  that  you  keep  informed  on  what  is 
going  on  in  your  localities  on  that  subject? — A.  I  could  not  saj 
generally  that  I  have.     I  have  read  anything  that  was  in  the  public 

fress  that  looked  to  the  coast  defenses  and  anything  of  that  character, 
think  I  have  kept  pretty  well  in  touch  with  it. 
Q.  Were  you  familiar  with  the  situation  in  the  year  1906  and  tin 
feeling  in  the  State  of  Oregon  as  to  what  was  being  done  to  work  up 

Sublic  sentiment? — A.  Well,  certainly,  if  there  was  anything  bein| 
one  I  was  not  apprised  of  it,  and  I  ao  not  know  of  it;  it  was  not  of 
such  a  character  as  to  create  any  comment  in  the  public  press  or  m 
unusual  comment,  and  I  have  heard  and  know  nothing  or  an  unusual 
form. 

Q.  Have  you  received  any  number  of  telegrams  or  petitions  wonted 
in  a  uniform  manner  coming  from  commercial  organizations  and 
apparently  worked  up  by  one  person  in  favor  of  submarine  legisla- 
tion?— A.  I  have  received  none,  Mr.  Stevens,  of  that  character. 

Q.  So  you  have  not  received  any  %— A.  No,  sir ;  I  have  received  none 
to  my  knowledge.  If  anything  of  that  kind  came,  it  was  thrown  into 
the  wastebasket  by  my  secretary  without  calling  it  to  my  attention, 
and  he  is  a  very  careful  man,  and  I  do  not  believe  he  would  do  any- 
thing of  that  kind.  Certainly  no  telegrams,  because  they  come  to  me 
in  the  first  instance,  and  I  open  them  myself. 

Q.  You  recall  no  statements  or  petitions  from  commercial  organi- 
zations on  that  subject? — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Do  you  say,  Mr.  Ellis,  that  your  opinion  for  the  necessity  of  an 
additional  navy,  both  battle  ships  and  submarines,  was  a  homemade 
opinion? — A.  A  honiemade. 

Q.  Brought  it  here  with  you? — A.  Well,  it  might  have  been  some- 
what intensified  or  quickened  after  I  came  here,  because  I  had  no 
idea  I  would  go  upon  the  Naval  Committee  when  I  came  here.  I 
did  not  seek  a  place  there ;  I  was  appointed  there,  and  of  course  nat- 
urally my  mind  turned  more  to  subjects  of  that  character  when  I 
went  on  the  committee  than  it  had  previously;  thought  more  of  it 
along  the  line. 

Q.  After  you  got  on  the  Naval  Committee  you  got  no  additional 
information  about  the  extent  of  the  Pacific  coast  line,  did  you*- 
A.  Oh,  no;  no,  sir;  I  knew  that  just  as  well  before  I  went  on  the 
committee. 

Q.  You  got  no  additional  information  after  your  service  on  the 
Naval  Committee  as  to  the  number  of  harbors  on  the  Pacific  coasts 
A.  Oh,  J  knew  that. 

Q.  You  got  no  additional  information  after  your  service  on  the 
Naval  Committee  as  to  the  extent  of  the  Pacific  Ocean? — A.  No; 
none  at  all.     All  those  things  I  was  just  as  well  apprised  of  before  ; 
as  I  was  afterwards  or  am  now. 
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Q.  You  knew  the  developed  power  of  Japan  in  the  Pacific  Ocean 
without  reference  to  your  service  on  the  Naval  Committee?— A.  I 
knew  it  very  largely,  and  I  studied  more  information  in  detail  after 
that,  perhaps,  than  I  had  before,  because  we  had  some  very  lively 
talkers  upon  the  Naval  Committee,  who  either  possessed  or  claim 
to  be  possessed  of  some  considerable  knowledge  in  regard  to  condi- 
tions there,  to  whom  I  listened. 

Q.  You  knew  something  of  the  influx  of  Asiatic  immigration  on 
the  Pacific  coast  without  reference  to  service  on  the  Naval  Com- 
mittee)— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  knew  something  about  the  natural  tendency  of  conflict 
of  those  different  nations  on  the  Pacific  coast  without  reference  to 
service  on  the  Naval  Committee  ?— A.  Yes.  I  have  had  that  brought 
to  my  attention  when  the  Hindoos  were  coming  in  at  Vancouver  and 
sif ting  down  into  the  United  States;  there  was  some  little  trouble. 

Q.  You  say  your  opinion,  which  found  expression  in  the  vote  on 
the  battle  ships  and  submarine  propositions,  was  really  a  homemade 
opinion? — A.  1  think  so.  I  think  I  voted  the  same  as  I  did  vote 
without  any  reference  to  appointment  on  the  Naval  Committee. 
I  am  quite  sure.  :  ^ 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  GEORGE  E.  FOSS. 

George  E.  Fobs,  first  being  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined,  testified 
as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you^examine  Mr.  Foss? 
By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  Mr.  Foss,  in  order  to  get  it  on  the  record,  I  will  ask  you  have 
you  ever  been  a  Member  of  Congress? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  When  were  you  first  a  Member  of  Congress? — A.  I  was  elected 
first  in  the  Fifty-fourth  Congress,  and  have  been  a  Member  ever  since. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  served  upon  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  ? — 
A.  1  have. 

Q.  How  long? — A.  During  all  that  period. 

Q.  You  have  served  as  chairman  of  that  committee  ? — A.  I  have. 

Q.  During  what  period? — A.  Since  1900;  during  the  last  eight 
years,  as  I  recall  it.' 

Q.  You  still  are  chairman  of  that  committee  ? — A.  I  have  the  honor. 

Q.  Do  you  occasionally  attend  its  meetings? — A.  Usually  at  every 
meeting. 

Q.  Ilave  you  particularly  been  attentive  to  its  meetings  during  the 
present  session  of  Congress? — A.  I  do  not  think  I  have  missed  one. 

Q.  You  are  familiar  with  the  discussions  and  actions  of  the  com- 
mittee with  reference  to  an  increase  of  the  Xavy,  both  as  to  battle 
ships  and  submarines  and  other  vessels  used  in  naval  warfare? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  an  amendment  upon  the  subject  of  submarines 
offered  by  Mr.  Loudenslager,  a  member  of  the  committee  ? — A.  This 
year? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  that  a  substitute  was  offered  by  Mr.  Hobson? — 
A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  have  before  me  a  certified  copy  of  the  record  of  that  meeting, 
and  the  vote  upon  that  shows  the  votes  in  the  affirmative  were 
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"Messrs.  Mudd,  Dawson,  Hobson — 3.  Messrs.  Loudenslager,  Butla 
Roberts,  Bates,  Thomas,  Ellis,  Gregg,  Talbott,  Lamar — 9.  Preseni 
and  not  voting,  Messrs.  Foss  and  Lilley — 2."  This  is  correct,  * 
you  recall  it,  is  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  do  you  remember  that  Mr.  Padgett  offered  an  amendment 
striking  out  a  portion  of  the  Loudenslager  amendment  and  in  the 
affirmative  the  votes  on  the  record  were  "Messrs.  Mudd,  lilley, 
Padgett,  Lamar,  Hobson — 5.  In  the  negative,  Messrs.  Louden- 
slager, Butler,  Roberts,  Bates.  Thomas,  Ellis,  Gregg — 7.  Present 
and  not  voting,  Messrs.  Foss,  Dawson,  Talbott — 3."  Do  you  recall 
that?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  correct,  is  it? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  do  you  recollect  that  Mr.  Mudd  offered  a  substitute  for 
the  Loudenslager  proposition,  and  upon  that  substitute  the  Tote 
was,  in  the  affirmative,  "Messrs.  Foss,  Mudd,  Lilley,  Ellis,  Padgett, 
Hobson — 6.  In  the  negative,  Messrs.  Loudenslager,  Butler,  Roberts, 
Bates,  Thomas,  Dawson,  Gregg,  Talbott,  Lamar — 9.  The  substi- 
tute was  recorded  as  lost."  Do  you  recollect  that  substitute  amend- 
ment of  Mr.  Mudd? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  vote  was  as  I  have  read  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  the  amendment  being  lost  and  the  vote  recorded  on  Mr. 
Loudenslager's  original  resolution,  in  the  affirmative,  "Messrs.  Louden- 
slager, Butler,  Rooerts,  Loud,  Bates,  Thomas,  Dawson,  Ellis,  Greg*. 
Talbott— 10.  In  the  negative,  Messrs.  Foss,  Mudd,  Lilley,  Olcott.Pw- 
gett,  Lamar,  Hobson — 7."  And  the  resolution  was  carried  by  that 
vote.     Do  you  recall  that  vote? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  is  as  I  have  read  it,  so  far  as  you  are  concerned?— A.  In 
my  judgment  that  is  correct. 

Q.  Then  you  and  Mr.  Lilley  seem  to  have  voted  together  except 
upon  one  proposition,  in  whicfi.  you  did  not  vote  at  all?— A.  Yes. sir. 

Q.  Then  on  the  subsurface-boat  proposition  offered  by  Mr.  Hobson,  j 
the   following  are  recorded   as  voting  in   the   affirmative:  Messrs. 
Loudenslager,   Butler,   Mudd,   Bates,   Lilley,   Dawson,  Hobson— '• 
In  the  negative,  Messrs.   Foss,  Roberts,  Thomas,  Padgett,  Gregg, 
Lamar — 6. — A.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Q.  That  seems  to  be  the  only  instance  in  which  the  vote  of  Mr- 
Lilley  and  yourself  differed? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  How  did  you  vote  on  the  battle-ship  proposition? — A.  I  voted 
for  two  battle  ships. 

Q.  Was  there  or  was  there  not  any  connection  so  far  as  the  dis- 
cussion and  action  of  the  committee  was  concerned  between  the 
battle-ship  proposition  and  the  submarine  proposition? — A.  Frommj" 
knowledge  and  observation  there  was  absolutely  none. 

Q.  And  you  were  present  at  every  meeting? — A.  I  was  present  at 
every  meeting. 

Q.  And  heard  all  of  the  discussion? — A.  I  heard  all  of  the  discussion. 

Q.  And  noted  the  votes?  -  A.  I  noted  the  votes. 

The  Chairman*.  Is  there  any  other  member  of  the  committee  vbo 
desires  to  ask  Mr.  Foss  any  ouestions? 

We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Foss,  and  hope  it  has  not 
inconvenienced  you  to  be  present. 

The  committee  had  hoped  to  have  the  testimony  of  Admiral  Bowte 
this  morning,  but  we  learn  that  lie  has  left  towii,  although  he  held 
himself  in  readiness  for  a  couple  of  days,  and  we  will  send" word  ask- 
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ing  him  to  come  on  Tuesday  morning  at  11  o'clock.  We  also 
expected  to  take  the  testimony  this  morning  of  a  few  other  members 
of  the  Naval  Committee  of  the  House,  but  we  have  been  unable  to 
reach  them.  The  committee  expected  also  at  this  time  to  make  a 
final  statement  in  reference  to' the  production  of  books,  but  the  rep- 
resentatives of  witnesses  summoned  who  are  associated  with  the 
Lake  Company  are  absent,  and  Senator  Thurston  has  been  delayed 
in  getting  here,  so  the  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  2  o'clock 
this  afternoon,  when  the  committee  would  like  to  have  counsel  for 
the  witnesses  who  have  been  summoned  duces  tecum  present. 
(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2  o'clock  p.  m.) 

AFTER   RECESS. 

The  committee  met  at  2  o'clock,  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess. 

The  members  of  the  committee  were  all  present. 

The  Chairman.  In  reference,  now,  to  the  production  of  books, 
papers,  letters,  and  other  documents  that  have  been  called  for  or 
described  in  the  subpoenas,  the  committee  will  take  this  course:  Some 
books  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company*  have  been  in  the  possession  of 
this  committee  for  several  days  or  weeks.  The  committee  requests 
that  the  officers  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  who  have  been  sum- 
moned on  subpoenas  duces  tecum  will  comply  with  the  remainder  of 
the  subpoenas  by  11  o'clock  Monday  morning.  The  committee 
makes  the  same  request  upon  the  officers  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  and  wishes  to  amplify  the  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  Simon 
Lake  to  include  specifically  the  books  that  will  show  the  cost  of  con- 
struction of  all  of  the  Lake  boats  sold  to  foreign  governments.  Sec- 
ond, all  such  books  as  will  show  the  gross  prices  received  for  all  their 
boats  from  foreign  governments.  Third,  all  books  that  will  show  the 
division  of  the  gross  receipts,  showing  profits,  commissions,  expenses, 
and  other  divisions  of  the  gross  receipts;  all  contracts  between  the 
Lake  Company  or  subsidiary  companies  and  Charles  R.  Flint  and 
Hart  O.  Berg. 

The  committee  also  requests  that  Representative  Lilley  will  comply 
with  the  suggestions  for  the  productions  that  were  made  yesterday. 

For  the  grounds  on  which  these  demands  are  made  upon  the 
various  witnesses  the  committee  rests  solely  upon  the  record  as  com- 
pleted up  to  date. 

On  the  legal  Questions,  the  parliamentary  and  court  decisions, 
the  committee  will  be  glad  to  be  advised,  either  orally  or  by  written 
argument,  as  to  the  scope  of  its  authority,  whether  its  authority  so 
far  as  members  are  concerned,  dates  back  of  the  present  or  Sixtieth 
Congress  and  what  its  powers  are  to  enforce  the  demands  of  sub- 
poenas duces  tecum  upon  the  final  record  as  it  exists. 

As  the  chairman  said  some  weeks  ago  on  behalf  of  the  committee, 
and  in  replv  in  part  to  what  seemed  to  be  in  the  nature  of  com- 
plaints on  the  part  of  Representative  Lilley  that  the  books  were  not 
produced,  when  the  books  are  produced  we  want  to  make  the  fullest 
showing  as  to  what  books,  papers,  and  documents  must  be  produced; 
therefore  this  request  is  now  based  upon  the  entire  record  as  com- 
pleted. 

As  the  chairman  has  said,  the  committee  will  be  glad  to  be  advised 

by  counsel,  either  orally  or  by  written  briefs,  with  special  reference 

"  to  the  legal  or  parliamentary  precedents.  j 
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Inasmuch  as  the  final  proof  that  is  brought  before  this  committee 
may  be  used  to  amplify  the  demands  upon  any  of  the  witnesses.  \te 
committee  will  be  glad  to  have  the  evidence  furnished  by  Repress 
ative  Lilley  taken  up  first  in  order,  as  the  final  completion  of  te 
offer  of  proof  and  such  documents  as  he  is  bound  under  the  ruling? 
to  produce  may  increase  the  scope  of  the  subpoenas  which  are  isswd 
to  other  witnesses. 

I  think  that  states  fully  the  position  of  the  committee  in  regard 
to  this  matter. 

The  chairman  will  simply  repeat  that  any  argument  which  counsel 
mav  choose  to  give  orally,  or  which  counsel  will  proffer  in  writing, 
will  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

After  a  brief  examination  of  one  or  two  witnesses,  the  committee 
will  take  a  recess  until  1 1  o'clock  next  Monday  morning. 

No  other  members  of  the  Naval  Committee  are  available  to 
testify  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Littleton.  On  behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  we  wish 
to  inquire  if  the  committee  simply  rests  its  demands  upon  the  written 
subpoenas  which  were  served  upon  us  in  reference  to  our  books  and 
papers,  so  that  we  may  be  guided  in  our  construction  of  them  by  those 
subpoenas  ? 

The  Chairman.  In  answer  to  that  the  chairman  can  only  state,  on 
behalf  of  the  committee,  that  upon  Mr.  LilleVs  original  suggestion 
as  to  the  witnesses  who  should  De  summoned  on  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum,  the  committee  decided  to  permit  Mr.  Lilley  to  make  out  the 
subpoenas  duces  tecum  himself,  so  as  to  contain  everything  that  be 
thought  could  make  a  basis  of  proof.  In  other  words,  he  was  given 
full  power  to  make  out  the  subpoenas  duces  tecum  himself,  and  that 
the  committee  would  see  that  they  were  served.  This  was  done,  and 
subpoenas  were  returned  to  us  by  Representative  Lilley,  and  were 
issued  and  served  by  the  Sergeant-at-Arms,  and  it  was  subsequently 
disclosed  in  the  record  that  the  subpoenas  were  prepared  by  ex-Senator 
Thurston,  the  general  counsel  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company, 
for  Mr.  Lillev.  The  committee  therefore  assumed,  they  being  pre- 
pared by  able  counsel,  that  they  are  in  proper  legal  form,  and  the 
committee  further  assumes,  of  course,  that  thev  contain  whatever 
Representative  Lilley  supposed  he  could  make  a  Basis  of  proof  for  his 
oral  testimony,  so  that  the  committee  has  nothing  further  to  add  at 
the  present  time  to  those  subpoenas.  But,  as  the  chairman  has  indi- 
cated, if  subsequent  proof,  either  the  examination  of  Mr.  Lilley's  let- 
ters or  any  further  proof  that  comes  before  the  committee,  necessi- 
tates the  amplification  of  those  subpoenas,  that  will  have  to  be  done; 
but  the  request  now  made  for  next  Monday  morning  rests  upon  the 
subpoenas  as  they  are,  and  upon  the  record  as  it  has  Deen  fiiade,  and 
that  applies  to  all  parties  that  have  been  summoned  duces  tecum 
except  as  to  Simon  Lake,  the  substance  of  whose  subpoena  has  been 
amplified  here  to-dav. 

Mr.  Littleton.  On  behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  I  will 
say,  if  it  meets  the  approval  of  the  committee,  so  far  as  we  have 
anything  to  suggest  to  tne  committee  in  reference  to  these  subpoenas, 
we  would  like  to  submit  our  views  to  the  committee  orally  on  Mon- 
day morning,  if  that  is  agreeable  to  the  committee,  or  at  such  time 
as  the  committee  ma}'  designate,  but  I  assume  that  you  will  want  to 
hear  it  on  Monday  morning. 
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The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  prepared  to  proceed  imme- 
diately on  Monday  morning  and  listen  to  the  arguments. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  also  say  that  I  have  no  expectation  of  filing  a  written 
brief,  and  whatever  I  have  to  say  will  be  orally. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Of  co.urse  my  suggestion  was  following  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  chairman,  that  tne  committee  would  hear  from  Rep- 
resentative Lilley  upon  the  question  of  further  subpoena,  and  my 
argument  will  follow  in  order. 

The  Chairman.  We  wall  take  up  first  the  request  of  Mr.  Lilley,  for 
we  wish  to  give  him  the  fullest  opportunity  to  substantiate  his  charges, 
if  any  showing  can  be  made  in  the  oral  evidence,  and  pass  upon  the 
final  amplification  of  the  subpoenas. 

We  will  now  call  Mr.  Webster  to  the  stand. 

TESTIMONY  OF  BENJAMIN  WEBSTER— Recalled. 

Benjamin  Webster,  on  being  recalled  and  on  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you  ask  this  witness  a  few 
questions? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  have  been  sworn? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  already  testified  that  you  are  Representative  Lilley's 
secretary? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  think  you  testified  that  you  opened  Mr.  Lilley's  mail? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  has  handed  us  several  communications  and  I  hand  you  one 
marked  "  D. "  The  envelope  in  which  it  was  received  was  not  handed 
us  by  Mr.  Lilley.  I  want  to  ask  you  if  you  can  tell  about  when  it 
was  received? — A.  I  could  not  place  the  date  of  the  receipt  except 
as  I  would  infer  from  the  date  of  the  letter. 

Q.  The  letter  is  dated  March  28,  1908. — A.  We  received  a  great 
many  anonymous  letters,  and  I  just  placed  them  in  a  drawer  and 
submitted  them  to  Mr.  Lilley.     I  can  not  tell  the  date  I  received  it. 

Q.  It  is  presumably  about  that  date? — A.  It  is  presumably  a  day 
or  two  after. 

Q.  And  that  particular  paper  is  dated  New  York,  March  28? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  if  you  have  the  envelope  in  which  that  paper 
marked  UD"  was  received? — A.  I  have  always  thrown  the  envelopes 
away  unless  the  address  is  not  given. 

Q.  Then  you  have  not  that  envelope  now? — A.  Not  that  I  know  of . 

Q.  I  hand  you  paper  marked  "G,"  it  appears  to  be  dated  Wash- 
ington, D.  C,  February  25,  1908.  Have  you  the  envelope  in  which 
that  was  received?  A.  I  do  the  same  with  all  envelopes — throw 
them  away. 

Q.  Then  you  either  have  or  you  haven't  it  ? — A.  I  haven't  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  letter? — A.  Why,  I  recall  that  letter.  I 
could  not  identify  this  typewriting.  I  remember  such  a  letter 
signed  "A  constituent/ ' 

Q.  That  letter  marked  "D"  was  signed  how? — A.  I  do  not  know 
what  sort  of  a  letter  you  call  that.     "A"  I  think  you  call  it. 
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Q.  I  hand  you  paper  marked  "I,"  dated  Washington,  March  29. 
1908.  That  appears  to  be  signed  by  a  genuine  name,  and  I  will  net 
mention  it,  but  I  will  ask  you  whether  you  remember  to  have  receivri 
and  opened  that  letter? — A.  I  could  not  state  positively.  I  halt 
seen  this  letter  in  our  office.     I  have  had  it  on  file  with  the  others. 

Q.  You  have  not  the  envelope  in  which  it  was  received! — A  Xo. 
sir. 

Q,  You  received  it  probably  about  that  date? — A.  This  is  tk 
letter  of  which  a  typewritten  copy  was  made  to  submit  to  the  com- 
mittee, because  it  was  not  very  legible. 

Q.  Do  you  know  about  wlien  you  received  it? — A.  No;  I  haven't 
any  way  of  locating  these  dates.  It  is  March  20  here,  and  I  shouH 
imagine  it  came  in  a  day  or  twro  after. 

Q.  Here  is  a  letter  marked  "E,"  purported  to  be  dated  New  York 
City  February  20,  and  signed  "A  citizen."  Do  you  recall  that 
letter? — A.  I  remember  that  letter. 

Q.  Have  you  the  envelope  in  which  it  was  received? — A.  No,  sir: 
I  have  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  how  it  was  addressed  on  the  outside  I— A. 
No;  except  it  must  have  been  "Mr.  Lilley." 

Q.  Do  you  remember  about  when  it  was  received  ? — A.  It  is  dated 
February  20.     I  should  imagine  two  days  after;  that  is  my  impression. 

S.  Did  you  hand  it  to  Mr.  Lilley?— A.  Mr.  Lilley  has  seen  it.  I 
d  not  say  whether  he  saw  it  that  day  or  whether'l  laid  the  anony- 
mous letters  aside  and  he  looked  them  all  over  within  a  few  dap 
after.     It  being  signed  anonymously,  I  probably 

Q.  You  would  be  all  the  more  likely  to  bring  it  to  his  attention 
promptly  ?— A.  I  probably  did.  He  probably  saw  that  it  was  within 
two  or  three  days  after  it  was  received  or  the  next  day. 

Q.  Here  is  a  letter  dated  Flushing,  March  31,  1908,  and  appears 
to  be  signed  by  a  genuine  signature,  marked  "H."  Do  you  remem- 
ber to  have  received  that  ? — A.  I  can  remember  that  it  has  been  in 
the  office.  I  could  not  say  whether  I  received  it  or  whether  Mr. 
Lilley  brought  it  in  from  the  hotel. 

Q.  Can  you  state  whether  any  of  these  five  papers  were  received 
any  other  way  than  through  the  mail? — A.  To  tne  best  of  my  knowl- 
edge, I  think  they  were  received  through  the  mail. 

Q.  And  each  one  of  them  within  a  day  or  two  of  their  respective 
dates? — A.  That  is  my  impression. 

Q.  There  is  no  such  discrepancy  between  the  date  of  the  receipt 
and  the  date  of  the  document  as  to  impress  itself  upon  your  mind,  is 
there? — A.  No,  sir.     I  never  notice  the  postmark  on  an  envelope. 

Q.  But  you  noticed  the  date  of  the  letter,  and  if  you  received  * 
letter  Drior  to  the  date A.  I  would  be  likely  to  notice  it. 

Q.  6r  a  long  time  after  the  date  of  the  letter  vou  would  be  likely 
remember  that? — A.  I  remember  an  incident  or  a  letter  coming  in 
dated  a  month  before. 

Q.  Before  you  received  it? — A.  Yes;  from  some  friend. 

Q.  Was  that  any  of  these  letters? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  you  would  testify  that  these  five  documents  were  received 
within  a  day  or  two,  or  reasonable  mailing  time  after  their  respective 
dates  ? — A.  That  is  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  I  think  you  did  say  they  alf  came  through  the  mail?— A.  lam 
not  certain  upon  that  point,  but  my  impression  is  I  cut  all  of  tiem. 
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Mr.  Lilley  may  have  received  some  at  the  Willard,  but  I  could  not 
say  that  he  did. 

Q.  -Is  there  any  one  of  these  five  papers  that  you  can  identify  as 
not  having  been  received  through  the  mail? — A.  My  impression  is 
that  all  of  them  have  been  received  through  the  mail. 

Q.  Three  of  them  are  signed  by  names  which  I  will  not  mention, 
but  I  will  ask  you  if  you  know  the  parties? — A.  No. 

Q.  For  instance,  this  paper  marked  "H"  is  signed  by  what  appears 
to  be  a  genuine  name;  do  you  know  that  party? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  other  correspondence  from  him? — A.  I 
do  not  know,  unless  there  is  another  letter.  If  there  is,  the  committee 
undoubtedly  saw  it. 

Q.  We  haven't  it.  Do  you  remember  writing  any  letters  to  him? — 
A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  having  answered  it. 

Q.  Then  the  name,  as  it  appeared  on  the  letter,  wTas,  so  far  as  you 
can  recall,  the  first  that  you  had  known  of  that  name  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Or  any  person  of  that  name.  Do  you  say  the  same  as  to  the 
paper  marked  "I?" — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  person  whose  name  is  signed  to  that? — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  to  have  received  for  yourself  or  for  Mr.  Lilley 
any  other  communications  signed  by  that  name  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  to  have  addressed  any  communications  to  a  person  of  that 
name? — A.  As  I  remember  it,  it  was  Washington,  D.  Ct,  so  there  wras 
no  address  which  he  would  be  likely  to  get  it  at,  and  I  never  answered 
it. 

Q.  The  receipt  of  that  letter  with  that  name  on  it  was  your  first 
knowledge  of  any  person  of  that  name? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  state  about  when  you  handed  these  letters  to  Mr. 
Lilley? — A.  As  I  remember,  these  letters  have  been  placed  in  one  of 
the  drawers  in  our  desk  there,  and  just  laid  'aside  until  they  were 
brought  up  here  to  the  committee. 

Q.  Did  not  you  show  them  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  Oh,  Mr.  Lilley  has 
undoubtedly  seen  them  all. 

Q.  When  did  he  see  them? — A.  Probably  two  days  after  they  came 
in. 

Q.  Very  shortly  after  you  received  them? — A.  Most  of  them  the 
same  day. 

Q.  The  paper  marked  "G,"  dated  February  25,  signed  "A  Con- 
stituent," dated  Washington,  D.  C. — could  it  be  possible  that  that 
letter  was  not  handed  by  you  to  Mr.  Lilley  until,  say,  some  time  in 
March  or  April  ? — A.  My  impression  is  that  all  of  these  letters  have 
been  seen  by  Mr.  Lilley  the  same  day  or  the  day  following  they 
came  in. 

Q.  Could  it  be  possible  that  that  letter  was  received  as  late  as  the 
latter  part  of  March  or  middle  of  April  ? — A.  My  impression  is  that 
that  has  been  lying  around  for  several  weeks. 

Q.  What  would  you  say  as  to  the  paper  marked  exhibit  "E," 
which  is  dated  New  York  City,  February  20? — A.  I  think  that  is 
one  of  the  first  ones  that  we  received. 

Q.  You  think  that  came  in  ahead  of  the  paper  marked  "G?" — A. 
As  I  remember  it,  I  think  that  was  one  of  the  old  papers,  and  we  over- 
looked it;  I  remember,  it  was  put  in  another  place. 
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S.  And  that  had  been  in  your  possession  how  long? — A.  Quite  i] 
e;  I  do  not  remember  the  weeks,  but  I  should  say  it  ran  backs 
the  middle  part  of  March,  anyway.     I  am  not  certain. 

Q.  It  refers  to  a  newspaper  clipping  from  the  New  York  Evenig 
Post.  I  do  not  think  that  was  handed  to  us.  Do  you  happen  to  han 
it? — A.  I  do  not  remember  what — we  have  had  so  many  clippings, I 
could  not  state. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  sure  that  the  paper  marked  "E, "  dated  February  31 
and  signed  "A  Citizen/'  are  you  confident  that  was  received  hefcit 
these  letters  dated  March  28  and  31  and  20? — A.  That  is  my  impres- 
sion; I  could  not  be  certain  of  the  dates.  My  impression  is  that  ih* 
is  one  of  the  oldest  letters. 

Q.  You  tnean  it  is  one  that  you  have  had  in  your  possesion  the 
longest  ?— A.  That  we  have  had  in  our  possession  the  longest. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  this  letter  marked  "G,"  dated  February^ 
was  not  received  until  some  time  in  the  month  of  April? — A.  I  covH 
not  be  certain  about  the  date  of  receiving  it.  My  impression  is  thai 
it  is  older  than  that.  I  simply  remember  it  from  the  fact  that  it  k 
signed  "  A  Constituent.'*' 

Q.  You  state  you  showed  them  all  to  Mr.  Lilley  as  they  came  in !- 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Within  a  day  or  two  after  their  receipt.  I  want  to  call  your 
attention  again  to  these  letters.  This  letter  marked  "Gj"  dated 
February  25,  contains  the  names  of  several  individuals,  does  it  noti- 
A.  Yes,  sir.  / 

Q.  Would  not  their  names  have  attracted  your  attention  so  as  to 
refresh  your  memory  as  to  the  probable  date  of  the  receipt  of  that 
letter  ? — A.  No,  sir ;  1  could  not  place  the  date  of  the  letter  from  that 

Q.  Look  at  the  paper  marked  "E"  and  read  it,  particularly  the 
last  page.  Would  not  the  subject-matter  of  that  page  have  attracted 
your  attention  if  voii  had  received  it  through  the  mails? — A.  No; I 
can  not  give  the  date  at  all.  This  is  the  first  time  I  rec^l  this  fact 
that 

Q.  You  need  not  mention  any  names.  Nobody  else  has,  and  rou 
need  not  drag  them  in.  It  did  not  make  any  impression  upon  job' 
Just  read  the  whole  letter. — A.  It  does  to  my  recollection;  when  I 
read' the  letter  I  got  to  this  point,  and  I  could  not  understand  it,  and 
I  turned  and  saw  it  was  signed  that  way,  and  I  never  remember  hav- 
ing read  this  part  before. 

Q.  You  do  remember  having  read  the  first  part? — A.  I  do  remem- 
ber having  read  the  first  part. 

Q.  About  how  long  a^o  did  you  read  it? — A.  I  could  not  say 
There  is  nothing  to  associate  it  in  my  mind  with  anything. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  within  the  last  two  weeks? — A.  My  impression 
is  that  it  ran  back  some  time  in  March — early  part  of  March. 

Q.  It  is  dated  the  20th  of  February,  and  you  think  you  received  it 
in  the  early  part  of  March? — A.  No;  my  recollection  is  that  it  runs 
back  as  far  as  that;  I  can  not  place  any  limit. 

Q.  You  are  certain  it  was  three  or  four  weeks  ago,  at  least  as  muw 
as  that? — A.  Yes;  I  would  be  reasonably  certain  of  that. 

Q.  This  letter  dated  February  25,  are  you  certain  about  that!-" 
A.  No;  I  simply  bear  the  fact  "A  Constituent"  in  my  mind. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  not  a  single  one  of  these  five  papers  ever 
came  through  the  mail  at  all? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  That  is  not  a  fact? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  As  to  which  one  is  it  a  fact?  Which  one  is  it  came  through  the 
mail? — A.  I  could  not  state.  I  could  not  state  which  did  not  or 
which  did,  but  I  remember  having  cut  some  of  them  open. 

Q.  You  have  testified  to  all  of  them  that  you  have  had  them  in 
your  possession.  How  did  they  get  in  your  possession? — A.  My 
impression  is  that  they  all  came  through  the  mail  unless  there  is  one 

of  them  that  I  have  a  recollection  of 

Q.  Did  you  say  you  had  a  recollection  of  one  of  them? — A.  No;  I 
was  going  to  say  that  perhaps  Mr.  Lilley  might  have  brought  in  one 
from  the  hotel. 

Q.  Which  one  would  that  be? — A.  My  impression  is,  I  have  not 
such  a  good,  clear  recollection  of  that  letter  as  the  others. 
Q.  That  is  the  one  marked  "H?"— A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  From  Flushing?     Now,  your  recollection  is  not  quite  sure  that 
that  came  through  the  mail? — A.  No. 

Q.  Through  the  mail.  Any  of  the  others? — A.  I  could  not  state 
definitely  which  one,  but  my  impression  is  that  I  cut  some  of  those 
letters. 

Q.  Is  there  any  one  of  them  that  did  come  through  the  mail? — 
A.  I  have  stated,  to  the  best  of  nfy  belief,  that  all  of  them  came 
through  the  mail,  but  I  could  not  identify  any  particular  one. 

Q.  If  anv  one  of  them  came  to  you  otherwise  than  through  the 
mail,  which  one  was  it?  Leave  out  "H." — A.  My  impression  is 
that  all  of  them  came  through  the  mail. 

Q.  And  those  two,  "G"  and  "I,"  one  dated  February  25  and 
"E,"  dated  February  20,  you  are  confident  that  they  were  in  your 
possession  at  least  as  early  as  sometime  in  March? — A.  That  is  my 
impression. 

Q.  You  are  not  positive  that  they  were  in  your  possession  before 
the  Is  of  March? — A.  I  am  not  positive  as  to  the  dates  at  all,  ex- 
cept that  my  recollection  is  that  tney  had  been  there  quite  a  while — 
several  weets — running  back  of  several  weeks. 

Q.  If  any  of  them  did  come  otherwise  than  through  the  mail,  were 
any  of  them  handed  to  you  by  any  person  other  than  Mr.  Lilley? — 
A.*  My  recollection  is  that  all  of  them  came  through  the  mail. 

Q.  1  want  to  call  your  attention  to  another  name  that  I  think 
might  have  attracted  your  attention.  What  church  do  you  belong 
to?— A.  The  Congregational. 

Q.  Well,  I  think  you  have  heard  of  that  name,  haven't  you  [show- 
ing witness  the  paper]? — A.  As  I  remember,  that  aroused  mv  curi- 
osity somewhat,  out  I  can  not  place  the  date  from  that.  It  has  no 
connection  with  any  other  incident. 

Q.  I  will  just  read  that  name  to  you  and  see:  " Merry  del  Val, 
papal  secretary  of  state. "  Didn't  that  create  any  impression  upon 
your  mind  when  you  read  that  ? — A.  It  is  the  first  time  I  ever  heard 
it  interpreted. 

Q.  I  have  not  interpreted  it. — A.  I  did  not  read  it  to  pronounce  it. 
Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  whether  it  is  the  first  time  you  ever  heard 
it  pronounced.     You  have  seen  the  name  before? — A.  I  have  no 
recollection  of  having  seen  it. 

Q.  You  remember  now  to  have  seen  it  in  here  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  When  did  you  first  see  it  in  there,  as  near  as  you  can  remem- 
ber?— A.  I  can  not  place  the  date  of  the  receipt  of  the  letter.     It  was 
the  same  time  the  letter  came  in,  and  I  cut  it. 
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Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  you  had  that  in  your  possession  before  the 
20th  of  February,  before  this  date? — A.  I  can  not  place  the  date  of 
the  receipt  of  the  letter. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  you  have  had  it  in  your  possession  as  early  as 
two  weeks  ago? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Three  weeks  ago? — A.  My  recollection  is  it  runs  into  March. 
There  is  absolutely  nothing  to  associate  dates  in  the  letter  to  me. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  a  clipping  from  a  paper  referred  to  in 
there.  Have  you  that  clipping?— A.  As  I  have  stated,  it  mavbe 
one  that  is  thrown  in  with  our  other  clippings;  there  are  hundreds 
of  them. 

Q.  Was  the  clipping  dated  about  the  same  date  as  the  letter? — A. 
I  do  not  remember  that  a  clipping  was  inclosed,  but  I  should  infer 
so,  a  clipping  from  the  New  York  Evening  Post. 

Q.  Are  you  confident  that  you  did  not  have  it  as  early  as  the  1st 
of  February  ? — A.  I  am  pretty  certain  we  had  nothing  before  Feb- 
ruary 20. 

Q.  Are  you  confident  that  you  did  not  as  early  as  the  1st  of  March  ?— 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  confident  that  you  had  it  as  early  as  the  1st  of  April?— 
A.   i  es,  sir.  * 

Q.  Are  you  confident  that  you  had  it  as  early  as  the  15th  of 
March? — A.  I  could  not  state  the  date  earlier  than  April  1. 

Q.  You  have  two  or  three  times. — A.  Given  the  date  earlier  than 
April  1  ? 

Q.  Yes.  You  ran  back  five  or  six  weeks  at  one  time. — A.  That 
is  my  impression. 

Q.  Now,  what  is  your  best  impression  ? — A.  My  best  impression  is 
that  it  was  one  of  the  earliest  letters  received  and  that  all  of  those 
letters  have  been  received  before  April  1. 

Q.  You  think  that  is  one  of  the  first  of  these  five  letters  that  you 
received? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  wrote  it  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  there  is  such  a  person  as  is  signed  to  that 
letter — to  that  paper  marked  "H?" — A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  wrote  the  paper  "G,"  signed  "A  Constitu- 
ent ?"— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  wrote  the  paper  "D,"  signed  "At" — A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  there  is  such  a  person  as  the  one  whose 
name  purports  to  be  signed  to  the  paper  marked  "It" — A.  No,  sir; 
I  do  not. 

Q.  You  are  considerably  interested,  natyrally,  in  this  submarine 
matter,  aren't  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  his  resolution  February  20? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Would  not  a  letter  written  on  the  same  day  attract  your  atten- 
tion when  you  received  it? — A.  I  do  not  recall  having  noticed  the 
date.  We  usually  do  not  pay  attention  to  dates  on  letters.  I  assume 
that  they  have  been  written  a  day  or  two  before  when  I  cut  them 
open. 

Q.  If  you  happened  to  cut  it  open  on  the  1st  of  April  you  would 
not  assume  it  had  been  written  on  the  20th  of  February,  would 
you? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Then  if  there  had  been  any  wide  discrepancy  between  the  date 
of  the  letter  and  the  date  when  you  opened  it,  would  it  attract  your 
attention? — A.  It  might,  and  I  might  not  have  noticed  it.  I  have 
suggested  that  I  noticed  one  such  letter. 

Q.  Was  that  any  of  these? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  to  have  received  any  letter  in  which  the 
.writer  saici  he  could  not  give  more  detailed  information  for  fear  of 
losing  his  position? — A.  I  think  I  recollect  that  statement. 

Q.  About  how  long  ago  did  you  receive  a  letter  containing  that? — 
A.  There  is  absolutely  nothing  to  connect  the  date  with  my  mind. 

Q.  Is  that  the  letter  in  which  it  was  stated? — A.  I  could  not  say 
that. 

Q.  Read  it  and  see. — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Can  you  now,  after  reading  it,  tell  me  is  it  there  or  isn't  it? — 
A.  It  is  there. 

Q.  Then  that  is  a  letter  you  remember  receiving? — A.  There  is 
another  letter,  I  think,  with  the  name  cut  out  with  a  knife.  I  think 
there  was  a  similar  statement  in  it. 

Q.  Have  you  that  letter? — A.  I  imagine  it  was  with  these.  I 
don't  know  where  it  is  if  it  is  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  any  letter  that  had  anything  else  about  the 
pneumatic  tube? — A.  I  have  just  read  that,  there. 

Q.  That  is  the  letter  marked  "E."  Did  you  ever  read  anything 
about  the  pneumatic  tubes  before  you  read  it  here  to-day? — A.  I 
could  not  say. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  that  letter  before  you  saw  it  here  just  now? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  ago  did  you  see  it? — A.  I  can  not  give  you  the  date. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  that  letter  marked  "  Exhibit  *G"  before  I 
showed  it  to  you  here  at  the  table  ? — A.  If  that  is  the  same  letter  that 
came  into  our  office  signed  "A  Constituent." 

Q.  That  is  a  letter  Mr.  Lilley  handed  in  here. — A.  That  is  the  same 
letter  I  have  seen. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  that  letter  signed  "A"  before  I  showed  it  to 
you  to-day? — A.  I  remember  such  a  letter  signed  "A." 

S.  Did  vou  ever  see  this  paper  dated  Flushing,  March  31,  before 
ay? — A.  I  am  not  so  certain  about  this  letter. 

Q.  This  letter  marked  "Exhibit  I,"  dated  March  20,  dated  Wash- 
ington, did  you  ever  see  that  before  I  showed  it  to  you  to-day? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Those  four,  then,  you  are  positive  that  you  have  seen  before? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  There  was  no  discrepancy,  you  are  positive,  between  the  dates 
of  the  letters  and  the  dates  of  their  receipt  as  to  attract  your  atten- 
tion ? — A.  Nothing  attracted  my  attention  at  the  time. 

Q.  Now,  were  you  accustomed  to  receiving  anonymous  communica- 
tions; is  it  an  everyday  matter  ? — A.  Since  the  resolution  was  intro- 
duced I  have  an  impression  we  have  received  half  a  dozen  or  so  in 
addition  to  these.  I  think  there  was  one  with  the  name  cut  out  with 
a  knife. 

Q.  You  have,  then,  received  a  great  many  anonymous  communi- 
cations?— A.  Half  a  dozen,  my  impression  is,  or  more. 
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Q.  There  are  five  here. — A.  I  think  you  have  all  of  them, 
.it  is  that  other  letter. 

Q.  Three  of  these  are  anonymous  only.     Two  are  signed.    TfanJ 
are   the  other  anonymous  communications  you  have  received!- 
A.  They  must  have  l)een  thrown  into  the  wastebasket,  probably,  ij  I 
they  are  not  brought  here. 

Q.  Why  did  you  keep  some  and  throw  the  others  sway?— A  My 
impression  is  ttiat  all  of  them  were  kept,  unless  they  are  downstia 
now. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  find  out. — A.  I  just  said  that  y<n 
had  them  all. 

Q.  Your  impression  is  we  have  them  all  except  there  are  s 
downstairs  that  have  been  thrown  into  the  wastebasket. — A.  Ab4 
the  one  I  mean  having  the  name  cut  out. 

Q.  Where  is  that  letter? — A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Is  there  any  way  we  can  find  out  whether  they  are  in  the  roca 
downstairs  or  the  wrastebasket  ? — A.  I  put  those  in~  one  box.  If  «• 
have  other  anonymous  letters  I  can  fina  them,  probably. 

Q.  In  some  box? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  produce  those  ? — A.  They  are  downstairs  in  Mr.  1& 
ley's  desk. 

Q.  In  this  building  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q  When  did  you  receive  the  first  anonymous  communication  h- i- 
I  can  not  place  the  date. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  any  before  the  resolution  was  introduced  ?— A. 
I  have  no  such  recollection  of  such  a  letter. 

Q.  Then  the  very  first  anonymous  communication  that  von 
received  would  not  attract  your  attention  at  all? — A.  Why.  I  hare 
already  stated  that  the  letter  aroused  some  curiosity  as  to  the  name, 
but  I  can  not  place  the  date  at  all. 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  to  place  the  date.  But  a  letter  that  con- 
tained the  name  of  such  a  justly 'celebrated  and  distinguished  church 
officer  as  I  have  now  named  a  moment  ago  would  attract  your  attefi- 
tion,  would  it  not  ? — A.  It  would  attract  my  attention  at  the  time. 

Q.  Was  that  the  first  of  these  communications  that  you  received, 
or  was  it  not? — A.  It  is  my  impression  that  that  was;  Tarn  not  posi- 
tive. 

Q.  Is  there  anything  on  earth  about  which  you  would  be  positives- 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What? — A.  Ten  cents  and  a  dime,  ten  times  ten  is  a  hundred, 
or  any  exact  science. 

Q.  Then  the  only  thing  you  are  positive  about  is  figures? — A.  There 
are  some  other  tilings. 

Q.  Tonnage,  and  so  forth? — A.  I  have  studied  philosophy  a  little, 
and  I  am  positive  of  my  existence  and  those  things. 

Q.  But  in  the  matter  of  memory  you  are  not  positive  about  any- 
thing except  figures  ? — A.  It  depends  upon  what  part  of  positiveness 
you  refer  to.     My  system  of  memory  is  correlating  ideas. 

Q.  Correlate  some  now.  Correlate  some  idea  between  this  letter, 
for  example,  marked  "  Exhibit  E  " A.  I  have  already  testified — 

Q.  Will  you  just  correlate  this  letter  with  the  envelope  in  some 
way  and  tell  us  where  it  is  ? — A.  I  have  already  testified  upon  that 
I  have  testified  that  I  usually  throw  the  envelopes  into  the  waste- 
basket as  soon  as  I  get  a  letter. 
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Q.  A  letter  like  this,  the  first  anonymous  communication  you 
received,  would  you  not  have  turned  the  letter  to  note  the  post- 
mark?— A.  I  would  not;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  show  any  curiosity  about  the  envelope? — A.  I 
don't  think  so;  he  never  does. 

Q.  He  never  does? — A.  He  never  does. 

Q.  You  are  positive  about  that? — A.  I  am  positive  about  that. 

Q.  I  am  glad  to  get  one  thing  you  are  positive  about.  Isn't  it  a 
fact  that  there  never  was  any  envelope  for  that  letter? — A.  I  do  not 
see  how  you  arrive  at  that  conclusion. 

Q.  I  am  trying  to  see  if  you  can  be  positive  on  anything. — A.  You 
are  a  Congressman,  and  you  are  perfectly  aware  that  forty  or  fifty 
letters  or  more  are  received  daily,  and  you  cut  the  letters  and  throw 
the  envelopes  into  the  wastebasket. 

Q.  But  if  I  received  one  that  was  not  in  an  envelope  I  would  remem- 
ber It,  I  think. — A.  It  simply  did  not  impress  itself  upon  my  memory; 
that  is  the  difference. 

Q.  You  say,  then,  it  would  not  impress  itself  upon  your  memory  to 
receive  a  letter  of  this  character  uninclosed? — A.  It  never  came  unin- 
closed. 

Q.  Then  are  you  positive  whether  it  came  in  an  envelope? — A.  I 
testified  that  it  did,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  What  is  your  recollection  now? — A.  The  best  of  my  recollection 
is  that  the  letter  came  in  with  other  letters. 

Q.  When? — A.  Back  of  the  1st  of  April,  the  early  part  of  March,  is 
my  impression,  or  earlier  than  that. 

Q.  Earlier  than  the  1st  of  March? — A.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  ? — A.  I  say  that  my  impression  is  that  this  let- 
ter came  before  the  1st  of  April  and  in  the  latter  part  of  March  or 
earlier  than  that. 

Q.  You  are  positive  somewhere  around  within  five  or  six  weeks,  are 
you  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  you  did  not  receive  that  as  early  as  the 
1st  of  February? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  you  did  not  receive  it  as  late  as  the  1st  of 
April? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  you  did  not  receive  it  as  late  as  the  15th  of 
March? — A.  I  could  not  state  that  definitely. 

Q.  The  figure  on  this  is  February  20.  Can  you  be  positive  whether 
you  received  it  anvwhere  near  about  that  time? — A.  rfo,  sir.  I  have 
already  said  I  did.  not  pay  any  attention  to  the  dates  of  letters.  I 
simply  assume  they  have  oeen  written  the  day  before  they  come  in. 

Q.  When  you  answer  a  letter  do  you  say,  "  Your  letter,  which  I 
assume  to  have  been  written  within  a  day  or  two?"— A.  When  I 
answer  letters  I  do. 

Q.  You  do  not  look  at  the  date  of  the  one  you  are  replying  to  ? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  say,  "Your  letter  of  the  20th  received?" — A.  Yes,  sir; 
usually. 

Q.  How  do  you  get  the  date  of  it  without  looking  at  the  letter  ? — 
A.  Well,  when  the  letter  is  replied  to — that  letter  never  had  a  reply. 

Q.  You  are  positive  about  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  is  a  very  remarkable  letter;  it  contains  very  unusual  names. 
At  least  one  very  illustrious  name.     It  did  not  attract  so  much  of 
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your  attention,  even,  that  you  looked  at  the  envelope  or  postmark 
of  it?— A.  No. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  it  was  postmarked  in  this  city  qj 
not  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

(J.  When  you  showed  this  to  Mr.  Lilley  did  he  betray  any  sur- 
prise or  curiosity  about  it  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  whether  Mr.  lifcr 
saw  it  in  my  presence  or  simply  looked  it  over  in  the  bundle. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  say  anything  about  it?— A.  Not  unless  when  he 
asked  me  for  the  letters.  When  he  looked  them  over,  he  said,  "Get 
out  all  the  anonvmous  letters;  I  want  to  bring  them  up  here." 

Q.  How  did  lie  know  you  had  any?— A.  He  undoubtedly  had 
seen  them. 

Q.  When  he  saw  them  what  did  he  say?  "Take  this  letter  with 
the  prominent  names  mentioned  in  it"?— A.  I  have  no  recollection 
that  he  mentioned  it. 

Q.  He  showed  no  surprise  at  all? — A.  I  have  absolutely  no  recol- 
lection upon  that  point.  "  i 

Q.  How  long  back  could  you  remember  any  important  event  I- 1 
A.  It  depends  upon  what  you  mean  by  important  event. 

Q.  Anything  a  little  out  of  ordinary.  It  is  not  common  to  receive 
anonymous  letters  in  which  church  dignitaries  are  mentioned,  or 
high  officers  of  the  Government,  is  it? — A.  No,  sir;  I  should  say  not 
The  fact  that  it  was  anonymous  did  not  impress  me  that  it  was 
important. 

Q.  It  did  not  impress  you  that  the  names  in  there  were  signifi- 
cant?— A.  No. 

Q.  If  it  did  not  impress  you  that  it  was  important  why  didn't  you 
throw  it  in  the  wastebaslcet  as  you  did  so  much  of  your  corre- 
spondence?— A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  stated. 

O.  You  have  testified  to  throwing  a  good  deal  in  the  waste* 
basket? — A.  I  throw  the  envelopes  in  the  wastebasket.  | 

Q.  And  the  other  anonymous  letters  you  said A.  I  was  simply  j 

stating  a  possibility. 

Q.  If  there  was  a  possibility  of  your  throwing  the  others  in  the 
wastebasket,  why  not  this  one? — A.  The  same  possibility,  of  course, 
except  for  the  fact  that  it  has  not  been. 

Q.  Then  it  is  possible  that  this  letter  may  have  been  thrown  into 
the  wastebasket? — A.  Perfectly  possible. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  extract  that  from  the  wastebasket?-- 
A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  its  having  gone  into  the  wastebasket. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  this  date,  February  20th;  do  you  re-j 
member  anything  that  occurred  on  that  date  at  all? — A.  I  do.  j 

Q.  What? — A.  I  put  a  resolution  into  the  House.  j 

Q.  How  do  vou  happen  to  remember  that? — A.  I  have  not  studied 
psychology  sufficiently  to  be  able  to j 

Q.  Have  you  ever  studied  mnemonics? — A.  I  imagine  that  is* 
part  of  the  system  of  school  training;  I  do  not  know.  , 

Q.  You  are  pretty  positive  that  you  are  not  positive  about  this  j 
letter?     But  you  are  positive  about  the  resolution? — A.  I  am  prettr 
positive  of  having  seen  it;  I  am  not  positive  as  to  the  date  of  its 
receipt. 

Q.  If  you  can  not  remember  positively  within  six  weeks  as  to  the 
date  when  you  saw  this  letter,  how  can  you  remember  positively  as  to 
the  day  ancl  hour  when  you  drew  that  resolution,  255? — A.  I  have  do 
opinion  to  form  upon  that.  _. 
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Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  your  opinion. — A.  I  am  understanding 
you  ask  me  interpret  psychology;  I  can  not  do  that. 

Q.  Why  not?  I  give*  you  credit  for  a  great  deal  of  ability.  Are 
you  then  so  positive  about  having  drawn  that  resolution? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  What  makes  you  think  you  did? — A.  I  have  a  very  distinct 
impression  in  my  mind  of  having  taken  it  over. 

Q.  How  did  you  happen  to  know  that  it  ought  to  go  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules? — A.  T  didn't  know  anything  of  the  kind. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  write  on  the  back  of  it  that  reference  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  That  was  Mr.  Lilley's  direction. 

Q.  Did  he  say  any  reason  why  it  should  be  referred  to  that  com- 
mittee?— A.  Except  that  he  did  not  think  it  would  come  out  of  the 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 

Q.  But  under  the  rules  of  the  House  a  resolution  has  to  go  to  the 
proper  committee  whether  it  ever  comes  out  again  or  not. — A.  I  know 
notning  about  that. 

Q.  Is  it  a  fact  that  you  did  draw  that  resolution  yourself? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Unaided? — A.  I  have  testified  as  to  that. 

Q.  Testify  now,  if  you  please. — A.  I  secured  this  resolution  form 
over  to  the  House. 

Q.  Unaided? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  All  alone? — A.  I  typewrote  that  on  Thursdav  afternoon. 
Q.  Go  back  of  that  a  little.     You  typewrote  the  last  copy,  but  who 
assisted  you  in  the  preparation  of  the  resolution? — A.  Why,  I  believe 
that  I  took  the  form  of  that  over  to  Mr.  Thompson,  Senator  Bulke- 
ley's  secretary,  and  asked  him  about  the  form  of  it. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  it? — A.  Why,  I  think  he  said  it  was  cor- 
rect. He  suggested  the  elimination  of  " whereas"  in  one  place,  I 
believe. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  go  to  Senator  Bulkeleys  secretary? — 
A.  It  has  been  my  custom  to  go  to  him  when  I  was  not  acquainted 
with  parliamentary  practice;  henad  been  General  Hawk^s  secretary 
before  he  was  Senator  Bulkeleys. 

Q.  What  question  of  parliamentary  practice  did  you  submit  to 
him? — A.  The  general  form  of  it.  I  drew  it  up  from  the  resolution  I 
had  secured  from  the  document  room  and  I  aid  not  know  whether 
the  form  was  correct. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  any  two  resolutions  on  just  the  same  £orm? — 
A.  I  do  not  know  joist  what  you  mean  by  form. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  when  you  asked  him  whether  the  form 
was  correct? — A.  Usually  what  I  meant  by  form. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  form  now,  when  I  asked  you  if  you 
ever  saw  two  of  the  same  form? — A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  What  two? — A.  The  resolution  whicfi  I  drew,  modeled  on  Mr. 
EEobson's. 

Q.  What  resolution  was  that? — A.  The  resolution  which  Mr.  Lilley 
presented  to  the  House. 

Q.  255  or  264? — A.  This  resolution  calling  for  an  investigation  of 
the  navy-^yards. 

J.  You  drew  that  modeled  on  Mr.  Hobson's? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
.  Why  did  not  you  draw  255  modeled  on  Mr.  Hobson's?— A.  Why, 
some  other  resolution,  and  Mr.  Lilley  had  told  me  he  wanted  a 
resolution  drawn  up 
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Q.  What  other  resolution  did  you  have  when  you  drew  up  255  \— L 
I  do  not  remember  what  resolution. 

Q.  Try  and  get  your  memory  working  so  that  you  will  remember 
some  things  that  I  want  to  know  as  well  as  those  you  wish  to  tA 
What  resolution  did  you  have  before  you? — A.'  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  any? — A.  No,  sir.  My  impression  b 
that  there  were  two  or  three.     It  may  have  been  simply  one  of  the 

resolutions 

.  Q.  Upon  what  subject  were  they? — A.  I  do  not  remember  the 
subjects. 

Q.  Did  you  get  them  from  Senator  Bulkeley's  secretary!— A.  I 
had  the  typewritten  copy  all  drawn  up  when  I  took  it  to  Senator 
BulkeleVs  secretary  to  show  it  to  him. 

Q.  When  was  that? — A.  I  can  not  remember  whether  it  was  on  a 
Monday  or  Saturday  night;  my  impression  is  that  it  was  the  Saturday 
night  preceding  the  introduction  of  the  resolution. 

Q.  What  day  of  the  week  was  it  introduced? — A.  Thursday. 

Q.  What  do  you  say  the  young  man's  name  is? — A.  Mr.  Thompson 

Q.  What  is  his  first  name  ? — A.  Royal,  I  believe. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him? — A.  Since  I  have  been  hew- 

Q.  When  did  you  first  meet  him? — A.  I  do  not  remember  that  I 
had  seen  him  before  the  1st  of  December. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him  the  first  time? — A.  At  Senator 
Bulkeley's  office. 

Q.  Who  introduced  you  to  him  ? — A.  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  That  was  about  when  ? — A.  It  was  soon  after  the  opening  « 
Congress. 

Q.  What  was  the  occasion  of  your  visit? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  amplT 
took  me  over  there  and  said:  "Come  in  and  meet  the  Senator's  secre- 
tarv." 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  Mr.  Thompson? — A.  I  have  been  to  th* 
Senator's  on  errands  and  one  thing  and  another;  I  can  not  place  any 
time. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  him  ? — A.  I  can  not  state. 

Q.  How  often  have  you  seen  him  from  that  time  to  this? — A.  Prob- 
ably a  dozen  times. 

($.  Do  you  see  him  every  week? — A.  Not  usually.  I  have  not  lately- 
At  that  time  I  probably  saw  him  every  week. 

Q.  Two  or  tnree  times  a  week? — A.  It  would  not  average  as  often 
as  that'I  do  not  think. 

Q.  How  recently  have  you  seen  him  ? — A.  Two  or  three  weeks,  I 
believe. 

Q.  It  has  been  two  or  three  weeks.  Have  you  seen  him  since  the 
resolution  was  introduced  ? — A.  The  resolution  of  February  20? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  shortly  after  that  did  you  see  him? — A.  It  was  nothings 
any  importance 

Q.  How  soon  after  was  it  that  you  saw  him? — A.  I  could  not  state 
for  the  reason — I  was  starting  to  explain  why  I  could  not  state. 

Q.  How  recently  had  you  seen  nim  before  February  20? — A.  My 
impression  is  it  was  either  Saturday  night  or  Monday  night. 

Q.  You  mentioned  having  seen  him  Saturday  or  Monday.  Did  von 
see  him  between  Monday  and  Thursday? — A.  I  have  norecollectioo 
that  I  saw  him. 
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O.  Who  was  present  when  you  submitted  the  form  of  the  resolution 
to  him? — A.  I  think  his  assistant  typewriter,  and  I  believe  Mrs. 
Armour,  who  was  down  here  in  the  interests  of  a  claim  she  had  before 
the  Government,  was  in  the  room  at  the  same  time. 

Q.  Who  else? — A.  I  think  the  Senator  came  in  just  before  I  went 
out. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  the  resolution? — A.  He  did  not  see  it. 

Q.  Did  you  conceal  it  from  him? — A.  I  simply 

Q.  Why  did  you  show  it  to  his  secretary  and  not  to  him? — A.  I  was 
just  asking  the  secretary's  advice. 

Q.  Did  you  think  the  Senator's  would  be  fully  as  good? — A.  It 
was  simply  a  matter  of  form. 

Q.  Did  you  not  think  that  the  Senator's  ideas  of  form  were  just  as 
good  as  those  of  his  secretary? — A.  Undoubtedly  a  great  deal  better. 

Q.  Then  why  not  consult  the  best  authority? — A.  I  am  not  ac- 
quainted with  the  Senator. 

Q.  You  had  met  him,  hadn't  you? — A.  I  do  not  think  I  had.  I 
think  Mr.  Thompson  introduced  me  at  the  time.  , 

Q.  On  this  occasion  when  Mr.  Lilley  took  you  over  to  meet  the  sec- 
retary, didn't  you  also  meet  the  Senator? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  never  had  met  him  until  the  Monday  before  the  20th  of 
February? — A.   That  is  my  recollection;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Yet  you  went  to  his  room  very  frequently? — A.  I  understood 
you  to  ask  me  about  seeing  Mr.  Thompson.     I  meant  that. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him? — A.  I  would  run  across  him  in  the 
corridor  'and  up  in  his  room.  I  would  go  up  in  the  morning  early 
before  the  Senator  was  in. 

Q.  Why  did  you  take  pains  to  go  before  the  Senator  was  in? — A. 
I  did  not  take  any  such  pains,  except  that  I  took  pains  to  go  before 
Mr.  Lilley  came  in,  so  as  to  be  there  when  Mr.  Lilley  came  m. 

Q.  Why  did  Mr.  Lilley  tell  you  to  submit  this  to  the  Senator's  sec- 
retary?— A.  Mr.  Lilley  had  given  me  general  directions  to  ask  his 
advice  on  anything;  tnat  he  had  been  down  here  a  good  many  years 
at  that  time. 

Q.  When  had  he  told  you  that? — A.  That  was  why  he  took  me 
over  to  introduce  me  early  in  December. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  at  that  time  to  consult  him  about  all  forms  of 
resolutions  he  offered? — A.  He  suggested  that  Mr.  Thompson  was 
one  who  had  been  down  here  and  he  would  be  a  good  one  to  go  to  for 
advice  on  pension  matters  or  anything  of  that  kind. 

Q..  What  advice  did  he  give  you  about  pension  matters? — A.  I 
believe  I  asked  him  how  to  draw  up  bills  ana  present  them. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  you  used  a  printed  form  in  every  pension 
bill  you  ever  drew? — A.  Yes,  but  I  did  not  know  anything  about  that 
at  the  time. 

Q.  You  knew  it  when  you  were  drawing  them? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  you  did  riot  go  to  see  him  every  time  you  drew  a  pension 
bill;  you  did  not  see  anybody  about  drawing  pension  bills,  did  you?— 
A.  Before  February  20. 

Q.  Then,  you  did  not  have  to  ask  his  advice.  Do  you  mean  us 
to  understand  that  in  December,  1907,  Mr.  Lilley  asked  you  to  consult 
Senator  Bulkeley's  secretary  With  reference  to  the  form  of  this 
resolution? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  he? — A.  He  had  given  me  general  directions — I  have 
absolutely  no  recollection  of  his  ever  directing  me  to  Mr.  Thompson. 
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I  went  because  I  was  not  certain  after  having  drawn  it  up  from  the 
House  document. 

Q.  Why  did  not  you  draw  House  resolutions  255  and  264  in  the 
same  general  form  so  far  as  it  was  adaptable  to  the  two  resolutions? — 
A.  That  refers  to  the  navy-yard  resolution,  does  it? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Those  resolutions  were  both  drawn  in  the  same 
form,  and  I  submitted  both  of  them  to  Mr.  Thompson,  I  believe,  and 
he  changed  the  one,  or  suggested  a  change  of  " whereas"  in  the  body 
of  the  resolution. 

Q.  Is  that  the  only  change  he  made? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  many  resolutions  have  you  drawn  aside  from  pension 
bills?  Resolutions,  I  mean. — A.  Two  is  all  I  remember  at  this 
moment. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  House  numbers  of  those? — A.  I  can  not 
give  you  them  explicitly.  One  was  dated  February  20,  and  the 
other  that  of  a  recent  date — last  Saturday. 

Q.  The  one  with  reference  to A.  To  the  investigating  of  the 

navy-yards. 

Q.  The  one  Representative  Lilley  read  in  his  speech? — A.  Yes;  the 
joint  resolution. 

Q.  I  unintentionally  misled  you,  perhaps,  when  I  said  House  reso- 
lution 264.     Did  you  prepare  that? — A.  1  aon't  remember. 

Q.  That  was  the  one  calling  on  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  for  infor- 
mation.— A.  I  believe  I  testified  to  that  the  other  day  that  I  did  not. 

Q.  The  one  that  you  drew  was  joint  resolution  No.  169,  introduced 
April  6?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

J.  The  legislative  day  of  April  6  and  the  calendar  day  of  April  16. 
you  submit  that  to  Mr.  Tnompson? — A.  That  is  my  recollection, 
that  he  saw  both  of  them.  I  could  not  sav  whether  he  read  that  one 
through  or  not.  My  impression  is  it  was  late  in  the  afternoon,  and  I 
had  very  little  time  and  the  Senator  came  in  and  I  went  out. 

Q.  Did  you  write  them  both  upon  the  same  typewriter? — A.  I 
have  already  testified  that  I  am  uncertain  as  to  the  date  that  machine 
went  to  Waterbury;  that  it  was  either  on  that  machine,  a  sample  of 
the  typewriting  of  which  I  have  submitted  here,  or  the  other  machine 
that  is  at  present  in  the  office. 

Q.  It  was  on  a  Saturday  prior  to  Thursday,  April  20?  that  you 
showed  or  talked  with  Mr.  Thompson? — A.  I  am  not  certain  whether 
it  was  Saturday  or  Monday. 

Q.  What  did  you  show  him  on  that  occasion? — A.  I  had  that 
resolution,  House  joint  resolution,  substantially  as  it  is  there.  I 
believe  it  called  for  three  business  men  at  the  time  instead  of  two 
business  men  and  one  naval  officer.  And  on  the  other  resolution,  for 
reference  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 

Q.  I  get  them  mixed  up;  we  have  so  many  resolutions. — A.  The 
other  resolution  was  introduced  February  20,  which  originally  was 
drawn  for  reference  to  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 

Q.  In  what  preamble  or  provision  did  it  have  any  reference  to  the 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  I  do  not  remember  the  wording, 
but  "Whereas  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor,  the 
Holland  Boat  Company,  have  been  guilty  of  reprehensible  practices, 
therefore  be  it  resolved  that  the  Naval  Committee  investigate  this 
matter,"  I  believe. 

Q.  Then  you  changed,  did  you,  to  insert  the  Committee  on  Rules 
instead  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  ? — A.  That  was  my  under 
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standing,  which  you  brought  out  the  other  day,  that  the  reference  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules  occurred  only  on  the  outside  of  the  paper. 
My  impression  was  it  was  on  the  inside. 

Q.  You  showed  both  these  papers  which  now  constitute  House  joint 
resolution  No.  169  and  House  resolution  255,  you  took  them  at  the 
same  time  to  Mr.  Thompson? — A.  Yes.  As  to  whether  Mr.  Thomp- 
son saw  the  reference  to  Naval  Affairs  Committee  for  an  investigation 
of  the  navy-yards  I  am  not  certain,  but  I  had  them  with  me  at  the 
time. 

Q.  You  only  wanted  to  ask  him  about  one? — A.  No,  sir:  I  wanted 
to  ask  him  about  both,  but  the  Senator  came  in,  it  was  late  in  the 
afternoon,  and  he  had  to  attend  to  some  business  with  his  secretary, 
and  I  walked  out,  and  I  did  not  wAit  for  the  other. 

Q.  What  did  the  Senator  think  about  the  form  of  the  resolution? — 
A.  The  Senator  never  saw  them. 

G.  What  did  you  tell  Mr.  Thompson  you  were  trying  to  accom- 
plish?— A.  Why,  I  undoubtedly  told  him  that  the  purpose  of  it  was 
an  investigation,  and  I  am  not  certain  as  to  what  I  did  say.  I  asked 
if  it  was  correct,  the  form  of  it. 

Q.  He  could  not  tell  whether  it  was  correct  unless  he  knew  what 
your  object  was  ? — A.  We  undoubtedly  had  some  conversation. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  get  at. — A.  I  do  not  remember  it. 

Q.  You  are  not  positive  about  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  could  Mr.  Thompson  have  known  what  you  wanted  or 
how  could  he  advise  you  as  to  the  form  without  vou  told  him  what 
you  wanted  to  do?— A.  I  have  testified  as  to  what  I  showed  him, 
which  would  be  the  whole  thing.  If  I  was  able  to  express  myself  in 
clear  English,  he  undoubtedly  saw  what  the  object  of  the  paper  was. 

Q.  What  changes  did  he  suggest? — A.  I  believe  that  I  have  already 
testified  that  he  suggested  that  the  "whereases"  be  eliminated  and 
incorporated  in  the  body  of  the  resolution. 

Q.  That  would  change  the  form  of  the  whole  thing,  if  you  drop  out 
the  "  whereases  "  and  incorporate  the  subject-matter  of  the  "  whereases 
in  the  resolution  itself. — A.  I  believe  their  opinion  was  that  the 
"whereas"  part  had  become  antiquated  and  it  was  not  in  the  best 
use  now;  that  the  proper  way  was  to  make  it  as  brief  as  possible. 

Q.  Did  he  make  those  corrections? — A.  I  am  not  certain  whether 
he  wrote  it  over  or  wrote  it  on  his  machine.  I  have  a  recollection 
that  at  one  time  he  wrote  something  out  on  his  machine  for  me.  Mr. 
Thompson  could  undoubtedly  tell  that. 

Q.  I  do  not  want  to  call  him  to  find  out  what  you  remember.  You 
can  tell  us  what  vou  know  about  it. — A.  Well,  I  can  not  state,  I  am 
not  positive  on  that  point. 

Q.  Well,  he  redrafted  the  resolutions? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  became  of  that  draft? — A.  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
where  those  are.  I  thought  we  might  possibly  have  one  in  some 
drawer,  but  they  undoubtedly  were  thrown  away. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  draft? — A.  I  took  it  back  to  my 
room  and  typewrote  it. 

Q.  Did  you  show  it  to  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  That  was  what  I  submitted 
to  Mr.  Lilley  on  his  return,  and  ne  suggested  the  change  the  next 
morning. 

S.  Then  what  you  submitted  to  Mr.  Lilley  on  his  return  was  the 
t  prepared  by  Mr.  Thompson? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Then  it  was  not  copied  as  you  told  us  the  other  day  from  tfae 
form  of  any  resolution  you  found  over  in  the  document  room*-i 
Yes,  it  was. 

Q.  What  resolution  did  you  ever  find  in  the  document  room  in  tW 
form  of  this  resolution  or  anything  like  it  ?— A.  I  do  not  know  whetha 
I  based  both  of  them  on  Mr.  Hobson's  in  comparison  or  whether  1 
compared  other  resolutions. 

Q.  I  am  talking  about  resolution  255,  introduced  February  20. 
What  other  resolution  did  you  find  that  bore  the  slightest  resemblance 
to  that? — A.  Mr.  Hobson's  had  several  whereases  in  it. 

Q.  This  has  no  whereases  at  all. — A.  I  was  discussing  the  one  that 
I  submitted  to  Mr.  Thompson,  which  I  drew  up. 

Q.  The  other  day  when  you  were  on  the  stand  you  did  not  tell  us 
anything  about  Mr.  Thompson  drawing  anything  up.  You  gave  us 
to  understand  that  you  drew  this  form  and  got  it  out  of  the  books.— 
A.  Yes,  I  did. 

Q.  You  did  what? — A.  I  did  draw  up  the  resolution. 

Q.  This  resolution  as  it  was  introduced? — A.  With  those  changes 
that  I  have  already  suggested  this  afternoon,  that  Mr.  Thompson  sug- 
gested. 

Q.  Then,  as  Mr.  Thompson  changed  it,  it  was  not  like  any  other 
resolution  in  the  books? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  The  form  of  the  resolution  as  introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley  was  not 
taken  by  vou  from  any  book,  was  it  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is*  there  any  particular  reason  whv,  in  a  comparatively  little 
matter  like  that,  you  should  not  have  told  us  in  the  first  instance  *— A 
The  committee  are  aware  from  the  method  in  which  they  subpoenaed 
me  that  Mr.  Havnes  came  in  and  I  did  not  expect  to  be  subpoenaed, 
and  had  not  talked  the  matter  over  at  all. 

Q.  Do  you  have  to  talk  a  matter  over  before  you  can  tell  tie 
truth? — A.  I  usually  have  to  think  a  matter  over  before  I  can  recall 
instances  of  that  kind. 

Q.  You  recall  very  well  that  you  drew  it  on  the  20th,  vou  recall  all 
those  details;  is  that  the  result  of  talking  it  over? — A.  T^he  20th. 

Q.  Was  that  the  result  of  talking  it  over  with  anyone? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  do  we  understand,  without  talking  it  over,  you  can  remem- 
ber as  far  hack- as  February  20  £ — A.  An  important  matter  like  that. 

Q.  With  whom  have  you  talked  it  over  since,  which  leads  you 
now  to  remember  that  you  took  the  draft  to  Mr.  Thompson?— A 
Last  Sunday  Mr.  Brown  suggested  that  I  think  everything  over  very 
carefully  and  be  prepared  to  give  as  many  facts  and  dates  as  I  could 
possiblv  remember,  and  I  have  done  so  since  then. 

Q.  Who  else  was  present  at  that  time? — A.  At  what  time* 

Q.  Last  Sunday? — A.  It  was  in  Mr.  Lilley' s  room. 

Q.  Who  were  there? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  and  Air.  Brown. 

Q.  Senator  Brown  and  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Senator  Brown  advised  you  to  tell  the  truth? — A.  Senator 
Brown  advised  me  to  think  up  all  the  details  and  facts.  He  said 
what  a  court  usually  was  after  was  dates,  as  much  as  possible,  and  I 
have  tried  to  think  of  every  tiling  I  could  and  fix  the  dates. 

Q.  You  told  us  when  you  were  on  the  stand  before  that  Mr.  lilley 
left  Washington  on  the  13th  of  February? — A.  That  was  my 

Q.  He  says  he  left  on  the  12th.  Have  vou  talked  it  over  so  that 
you  are  able  to  tell  us  now  when  he  did  leave? — A.  From  the  tele- 
gram which  he  received 
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Q.  Independent  of  the  telegram — when  did  you  see  the  telegram? — 
A.  I  do  not  know.    The  day  Mr.  Lilley  presented  it  here. 

Q.  Had  you  seen  it  before  he  presented  it? — A.  I  cannot  state 
definitely  on  that  point. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  the  telegram  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

O.  What  do  you  know  about  the  telegram? — A.  Why,  Sunday 
night  Mr.  Lilley  dictated  a  letter  to  the  Murray  Hill  Hotel  asking 
them  to  state,  if  possible,  what  date  he  registered  along  about  that 
time,  whether  it  was  the  12th  or  13th. 

Q.  He  dictated  it  to  whom? — A.  To  me. 

Q.  I  thought  you  were  not  a  stenographer? — A.  I  wrote  the  letter 
on  note  paper  in  longhand. 

Q.  Then,  before  he  left  he  told  you  to  draw  this  resolution  up? — 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Having  talked  that  over  and  thought  it  over,  will  you  tell  us 
when  it  was  that  he  told  you  to  draw  the  resolution? — A.  It  was  the 
afternoon — that  is,  I  have  no  way  of  fixing  it  the  12th  except  the 
telegram  from  the  Murray  Hill  Hotel. 

Q.  I  do  not  see  how  that  telegram  from  the  Murray  Hill  Hotel 
showed  the  date  of  the  conversation  between  you  and  Mr.  Lilley. — 
A.  If  you  will  permit  me  to  proceed.  I  will  state  it  was  the  middle  of 
the  afternoon,  and  my  impression  is  that  he  left  on  the  4  o'clock  train — 
it  was  between  2  and  4  o'clock,  the  afternoon  train,  that  he  left.  As 
for  the  day  of  the  month,  that  is  the  only  way  I  have  of  fixing  the 
date — the  telegram  from  the  Murray  Hill  Hotel. 

Q.  What  day  was  it  he  told  you  to  prepare  this  resolution? — A. 
The  12th. 

O.  What  time  in  the  day? — A.  Between  2  and  4  o'clock — in  the 
middle  of  the  afternoon,  some  time. 

Q.  How  long  a  conversation  did  you  have  on  the  subject? — 
A.  Why,  as  I  remember  it,  he  walked  out  once  and  then  came  back 
and  had  decided  to  go  on  a  later  train;  then  he  sat  down  and  he  said 
or  dictated  those  two  resolutions. 

Q.  He  dictated  the  two  resolutions  ? — A.  In  substance. 

Q.  Both  resolutions  ? — A.  Both  resolutions. 

Q.  Have  you  preserved  those  notes? — A.  Have  I? 

Q.  Yes. — A.  fto,  sir;  I  have  not  the  notes. 

Q.  Now,  I  do  not  want  any  confusion.  Did  you  preserve  them?  I 
did  not  ask  you  if  you  have  them. — A.  I  did  not  preserve  them. 

Q.  What  became  of  them? — A.  I  testified  the  other  day  that  I 
thought  that  they  had  gone  into  the  wastebasket.  They  might 
possibly  have  been  in  the  desk,  but  I  looked  through  the  desk  and 
can  find  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Q.  You  did  mid  so  ne  notebooks? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  that  you  threw  some  in  the  wastebasket? — A.  As  I 
testified,  I  believe  my  recollection  was  they  were  written  on  scrap 
paper,  telegraph  blanks,  or  something,  and  I  just  tossed  them  in  the 
wastebasket. 

Q.  Are  you  accustomed  to  doing  your  writing  on  telegraph 
blanks? — A.  Quite  a  good  deal. 

Q.  Postal  Telegraph  blanks? — A.  Western  Union,  I  believe. 

Q.  You  are  positive  about  that? — A.  Positive  about  that. 

Q.  You  never  wrote  anything  on  a  Postal  Telegraph  blank,  did 
you? — A.  Not  since  February  20. 
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Q.  Go  back  a  little  of  that,  say,  during  the  week  preceding  Fetai- 
ary  20. — A.  I  don't  remember  having  seen  a  Postal  Telegraph  blink 
which  I  wrote  oh  this  winter.  Possibly  I  sent  one  to  Mr.  Iiller  <m 
the  train,  on  the  Postal,  but  my  impression  is  the  Western  Tuia, 
though. 

Q.  Then  that  conversation  was  a  very  short  one,  was  it? — A-  Y«, 
sir. 

Q.  What  conversation  had  you  previously  had  on  the  subject!— 
A.  Absolutely  nothing  on  the  subject  of  the  resolution. 

Q.»  And  it  only  takes  a  few  minutes  to  prepare  a  resolution  of  tis 
importance  ? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  has  ability  to  say  a  good  deal  in  a  few 
words  at  times. 

Q.  Sometimes. — A.  I  have  experienced  it  at  times. 

Q.  Then  he  told  you  to  consult  with  Mr.  Thompson  about  it  ?— A. 
Why,  I  had  had  that  general  direction  given  me  to  go  to  Mr.  Thomp- 
son when  I  was  uncertain. 

Q.  On  all  resolutions? — A.  When  I  was  uncertain  about  anything. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  Mr.  Thompson  to  find  out  the  cost  of  a  submarine 
boat? — A.  No,  sir;  I  went  to  Mr.. Thompson  to  secure  some  Senate 
documents  at  one  time  that  bore  on  this. 

Q.  He  told  you  at  this  interview  to  consult  Mr.  Thompson  about 
this  form,  didn't  he? — A.  I  have  no  recollection. 

Q.  I  think  you  have  a  little  recollection;  I  do  not  know  as  it 
improves  much. — A.  I  have  tried  to  think  it  up,  but  I  can  not  posi- 
tively state  he  mentioned  Mr.  Thompson 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  he  mentioned  the  resolution  at  alii— 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  makes  you  so  positive  about  that  ? — A.  I  have  no  opinion 
to  offer. 

Q.  What  was  the  date  of  it? — A.  I  have  given  the  reasons  for 
placing  the  date,  because  he  left  upon  the  train  that  afternoon. 

3.  Can  not  you  just  as  well  fix  it  that  that  was  the  day  that  he 
you  to  see  Mr.  Thompson  about  the  form  of  it? — A.  I  have 
already  explained  the  general  relation  between  Mr.  Thompson  and 
myself. 

Q.  Answer  my  question. — A.  I  am  trying  to. 

Q.  Do  you  swear  that  he  did  not  on  that  day  that  he  told  you  to 
get  up  the  resolution,  suggest  that  you  see  Mr.  Thompson  about  the 
form  of  it? — A.  I  could  not  swear  to  that  at  all. 

O.  The  chances  are  that  he  did,  aren't  they? — A.  You  are  just  ss 
wen  able  to  infer  as  I  am.     I  have  no  recollection. 

Q.  If  I  had  as  poor  a  recollection  I  do  not  know  what  I  might  infer. 
What  did  Mr.  Thompson  say  about  the  resolution?— A.  Well,  he 
said  that  the  "  whereases  "  were  antiquated. 

Q.  What  else  did  he  say? — A.  I  recall  nothing  else. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  the  policy  of  the  thing  at  all? — A.  He 
made  no  comment  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  It  made  no  impression  on  him  ? — A.  It  was  late  in  the  afternoon 
and  he  wanted  to  get  out. 

Q.  He  is  not  subject  to  impressions  late  in  the  afternoon? — A.  When 
a  man  is  busy  about  his  own  especial  affairs  he  can  not. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  the  policy  of  such  an  investigation?— A. 
I  do  not  remember  anything. 

Q.  Didn't  he  say  you  had  better  see  somebody  about  it  first \— A. 
I  recall  no  such  woras.  g" 
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p  Q.  Are  you  positive  that  he  did  not? — A.  I  have  absolutely  no 
recollection  of  what  he  did  say,  aside  from  what  I  have  already  testi- 
fied to;  so  I  did  not  testify  as  to  whether  he  did  or  did  not  say  any- 
thing. 

Q.  Your  recollection  is  absolutely  positive  as  to  everything  that 
occurred  on  the  20th  of  February  and  on  the  12th  of  February,  but  not  as 
to  anything  that  occurred  in  between  those  two  dates;  is  that  what  you 
mean  us  to  understand? — A.  That  is  not  the  point  at  all.  The  point 
is,  you  state  something  which  I  have  absolutely  no  recollection  of 
having  occurred.  You  ask  me  if  I  will  swear  that  it  did  or  did  not 
occur.  I  am  not  willing  to  swear  that,  because  Mr.  Thompson  is 
better  able  to  give  you  the  information  positively. 

Q.  Then  tell  us  what  did  occur  from  the  time  that  you  opened  the 
door  of  the  room  and  saw  Mr.  Thompson  until  the  time  that  you  went 
out. — A.  My  recollection  is  that  he  was  in  conversation  with  Mrs. 
Armour.     I  walked  over  to  the  other  table 

Q.  Did  you  know  Mrs.  Armour? — A.  She  has  been  in  our  com- 
mittee room.     Mr.  Lilley  introduced  a  bill  in  her  behalf. 

Q.  You  remembered  her  and  her  name  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  remember  that  he  was  in  conversation  with  her? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  remember  that  it  was  about  pension  matters? — A.  I  think 
it  was  in  regard  to  this  bill  for  relief .  I  did  not  hear  the  conversa- 
tion. 

Q.  Go  on. — A.  I  sat  down  and  waited  and  after  that  at  some 

rint  he  turned  and  said,  "Is  there  anything  that  I  can  do  for  you?" 
submitted  these  two  resolutions  and  asked  him  if  they  were  in 
proper  parliamentary  form  for  presentation  to  the  House,  and  he 
suggested  the  changes,  and  I - 

Q.  He  sat  down  and  drafted  a  new  form  for  one  of  them? — A.  I 
would  not  be  certain,  I  think  he  did,  he  either  marked  it  on  the  form 
or  wrote  it  out  on  his  machine.  And  as  for  the  other  resolution, 
while  he  was  working  on  that,  the  Senator  came  in  and  he  was  busy 
with  the  Senator,  and  the  Senator  asked  him  some  question,  and 
then  I  left. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  Senator  ask  him  \— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  .you  hear  what  he  answered? — A.  I  did  not  pay  any  atten- 
tion to  that. 

Q.  Of  course  we  could  call  Mr.  Thompson,  but  we  do  not  want  to 
take  up  more  time  with  an  unnecessary  witness,  and  you  just  tell  us 
the  conversation  that  occurred  between  you  and  Mr.  Thompson. — 
Al.   I  have  already  told  you  what  I  recollect. 

Q.  Was  that  all  you  said,  "See  if  these  aire  right/'  and  then  he 
aat  down  and  redrafted  it  for  you? — A.  Of  course  there  is  a  possi- 
bility he  said  other  things,  but  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  anything  that  you  said? — A.  No;  I  could  not 
>lace  any  words. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  you  who  was  going  to  introduce  the  resolution? — 
4..  Why,  he  understood  that. 

Q.  How  did  he  understand  it? — A.  I  was  Mr.  Lilley' s  secretary. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  Mr.  Lilley  was  going  to  introduce  it? — A.  I 
ion't  remember  having  said  that. 

Q.  Did  you  leave  him  under  that  impression? — A.  I  think  he 
vould  hdve  got  that  impression. 
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Q.  He  did  not  seem  surprised  at  all,  did  he  ? — A.  I  do  not  rememte 
that  he  did.  He  has  been  down  here  twelve  or  fifteen  years,  andk 
would  not  be  surprised. 

Q.  He  would  not  be  surprised  at  anything? — A.  Very  likely  not 

Q.  The  draft  which  he  made,  did  it  provide  that  the  investigarim 
should  be  conducted  by  the  Committee  on  Xaval  Affairs? — A.  Ya, 
sir. 

Q.  How  did  it  get  changed  to  the  Committee  on  Rules!— A I 
submitted  the  draft  which  I  had  typewritten  over  again  to  Mr. 
Lilley  upon  his  return  probably. 

Q.  Wnv  did  you  retypewrite  what  Mr.  Thompson  had  prepared; 
was  not  Jus  draft  good  enough? — A.  I  don't  remember  whetDerl* 
typewrote  it  or  not. 

Q.  If  you  do  not  remember  that,  how  do  you  remember  that  yw 
retypewrote  it? — A.  It  is  my  recollection  tliat  I  submitted  a  dieai 
copy  to  Mr.  Lilley. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  it  ? — A.  Why,  he  took  it. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  that  ?  Swallowed  the  dose  ? — A.  No;  I 
think  he  read  it  over. 

Q.  I  asked  you  what  he  said  about  it. — A.  Nothing  that  I  remem- 
ber. 

Q.  You  think  he  said  nothing?  How  did  you  come  to  change  h 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  I  think  that  was  the  next  morning 

Q.  What  morning  was  this  that  you  submitted  to  him  the  forma 
bill  as  prepared  by  Senator  Bulkeley's  secretary  ? — A.  It  was  betweea 
the  date  of  his  return  and  the  morning  of  Thursday. 

Q.  When  did  he  return? — A.  I  do  not  know.  1%  was  on  Tuesday, 
I  believe.     You  have  it  in  the  record. 

Q.  I  want  to  get  it  in  the  record  from  your  memory.  I  do  no* 
want  to  stop  to  look  through  the  record  to  find  anything  you  cm 
tell  me  just  as  well. — A.  I  have  no  way  of  fixing  the  dates  except 
from  the  record. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  what  morning  it  was,  then?  What  changi 
was  made  in  it  after  Senator  Bulkeley's  secretary  prepared  the  draft' 
What  change  was  made  in  it  after  that?— A.  May  I  look  at  tta 
resolution? 

Q.  No;  just  tell  me  without  looking  at  it. — A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  With  whom  else  did  you  talk  about  it? — A.  I  have  no  recollec- 
tion of  having  conversation  with  anyone. 

Q.  To  whom  else  did  you  show  it?— A.  When  I  left  the  room  he» 
last  Friday  Mr.  Wallmo  said  he  had  seen  a  copy  of  it  in  my  room 
either  Monday  or  Tuesday. 

Q.  Before  it  was  introduced? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Wallmo,  of  the  Spencer- Wallmo  newspaper  syndicate?— A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  he  saw  it  at  that  time,  who  showed  it  to  him? — A.  I  do  not 
remember  ir.y  having  shown  it  to  him.  I  had  written  some  copi* 
and  they  were  lying  there  on  the  desk. 

Q.  Little  unimportant  matters  like  this  you  leave  lying  aroundl— 
A.  There  was  no  reason  for  concealing  it  that  I  knew. 

Q.  What  day  was  this  that  he  saw  it? — A.  Why,  his  impression  is 
that  it  was  Monday. 

Q.  It  was  introduced  Thursday? — A.  It  was  introduced  Thursday. 
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Q.  How  do  you  suppose  it  did  not  happen  to  get  into  the  news- 
papers? Mr.  Wallmo  is  a  pretty  active,  energetic  newspaper  man, 
lsirthe? — A.  Yes;  but  the  newspaper  men  make  it  a  very  strong 
point  of  honor  not  to  release  a  thing  until  it  is  printed. 

Q.  That  is  quite  true  when  it  is  given  to  them  under  such  condi- 
tions, but  if  it  is  just  lying  around  loose  and  they  pick  it  up,  then 
there  is  no  point  of  honor  involved  in  it. — A.  I  do  not  know  that 
there  is. 

Q.  Isn't  it  a  fact  that  vou  gave  it  to  him  on  condition  that  they 
would  keep  it  and  not  release  it  until  it  was  presented? — A.  I  have 
no  recollection  of  that. 

Q.  You  do  not  recall  giving  it  to  any  newspaper  man? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  they  all  had  it  several  days  before  it  was 
introduced?— A.  I  know  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Q.  How  many  copies  of  it  did  you  make?— A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  make  more -than  one? — A.  I  could  not  state. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  you  made  more  than  one  copy  or 
not? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  just  said  there  were  several  copies  lying  around  your  office. 
Who  made  them?-— A.  Probably  there  were  some  carbon  copies, 
and  this  redraft,  as  I  remember,  was  changed  two  or  three  times. 

Q.  When  you  got  the  matter  completed,  how  many  copies  did  you 
mfie!-A.  I  don't  know.  I  usually  make  a  carbon  copy  for  refer- 
ence, and  there  undoubtedly  was  one. 

Q.  Didn't  you  make  40  or  50  copies? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  many  did  you  make? — A.  I  have  already  testified  I  may 
have  made  two,  but  I  have  no  recollection  as  to  the  number. 

Q.  How  many  did  you  give  to  Mr.  Neff  ? — A.  Mr.  Neff  never  saw 
the  resolutions. 

Q.  Do  you  know  he  did  not? — A.  That  is,  in  my  presence,  or  by 
my  knowledge  at  all. 

Q.  Might  ne  have  been  as  likely  to  have  seen  it  in  your  office  as 
Mr.  Wallmo? — A.  I  don't  remember  of  his  having  been  in. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  of  Mr.  Wallmo  having  been  there,  either, 
do  vou? — A.  I  am  pretty  certain  he  was.  He  usually  comes  in 
daily. 

Q.  Mr.  Neff  comes  in,  doesn't  he? — A.  Mr.  Neff  had  not  been  in 
at  that  time. 

Q.  Never  had  been  in? — A.  He  had  been  in  a  few  times,  but  I  am 
certain  that  he  had  not  been  in  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  have  been  in  his  office,  haven't  you? — A.  At  that  time? 

Q.  You  have  been  in  his  office?— A.  I  do  not  understand.  Is  it 
"have"  or  "had?" 

Q.  Had  been? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  were  vou  first  in  his  office? — A.  Why,  I  think,  on  the 
Wednesday  night  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Judson  came. 

Q.  Wednesday  night. — A.  I  believe  he  wanted  my  assistance  in 
dictating  some  stuff. 

Q.  Had  not  you  helped  Mr.  Neff  do  the  figuring  on  the  resolution 
that  Mr.  Lilley  introduced  on  February  27  f  You  had  not  helped 
on  that  at  all?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  you  help  him  do  some  figuring  as  to  the  cost  of  sub- 
marine boats;  didn't  you  work  together  on  that? — A.  At  that  time 
I  did  not. 
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Q,  When  did  you  ? — A.  That  was,  I  think,  on  a  Sunday  bcfoa 
was  submitted  here;  on  a  Thursday. 

Q.  Before  which  was  submitted?— A.  As  it  appears  in  PaitT 
It  was  on  a  Sunday  afternoon  before  it  was  submitted  to  this  <fl 
mittee — the  matter  which  appears  in  Part  IV  of  the  record  in  refa 
ence  to  the  cost  of  submarine  ooats. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  House  resolution  2641 — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  has  some  figures  in  it  about  the  profits. — A.  I  never  tod 
about  those. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley  testified  that  you  assisted  in  preparing  the  figured 
A:  The  figures  at  the  time  he  was  talking  about  referred  to  this  w 
which  is  submitted  to  this  committee  and  printed  in  Part  IV  oft 
record.  His  testimony  was  that  I  helped  prepare  the  figures  wM 
were  in  House  resolution  264,  and  I  think  it  was  dated  origin* 
February  22.  It  was  prepared  before  that  time.  I  was  in  here  at  t 
time  and  Mr.  Lilley  was  confused  as  to  which  matter  you  were  refc 
ring  to  at  the  time,  and  it  was  explained  the  following  day. 

Q.  What  was  the  first  day  that  you  were  up  in  the  office  of  the 
Torpedo    Boat   Company?— A.  I   remember   no    time   before 
Wednesday  evening  that  Mr.  Judson  and  Mr.  Brown  were  here, 
they  wanted  me  to  go  over  and  help  prepare  matter  that 
wanted  to  dictate. 

Q.  You  had  been  there  before,  hadn't  you  ? — A.  I  have  no  recol- 
lection  of  ever  having  gone  into  his  office  before  that. 
^4Q.  You  had  no  recollection  that  Mr.  Neff  had  ever  been  in  yours  *- 
A.  Mr.  Neff  had  been  in  our  office. 

Q.  Didn't  you  go  back  and  see  Mr.  Thompson  after  Mr.  lilley  toM 
you  to  change  it  so  that  the  investigation  would  not  be  made  by  the 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  Mr.  Lilley  corrected  the  draft 
himself. 

Q.  Corrected  the  draft  himself? — A.  Changed  it  around. 

Q.  Didn't  you  see  Mr.  Thompson  about  it  afterwards? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  positive  about  that? — A.  Positive  about  that. 

Q.  Didn't  you  show  it  to  him  as  Mr.  Lilley  had  changed  it  around*— 
A.  I  remember  Mr.  Thompson  commenting  after  it  came  out  in  the 
paper  that  it  had  been  changed  since  he  drew  it. 

Q.  Did  he  find  any  fault  about  it? — A.  I  did  not  ask  him  whether 
his  pride  was  wounded. 

Q.  That  is  not  the  question  I  asked  you,  exactly. — A.  No,  sir;  he 
did  not  find  any  fault. 

Q.  As  the  resolution  was  originally  drafted  by  him,  what  was  the 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  to  do? — A.  It  was  to  investigate  the 
methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor,  the  Hol- 
land Boat  Company. 

Q.  Why  was  it  that  in  preparing  the  resolution  you  restricted  its 
terms  so  strictly  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  That  was  as  Mr. 
Lilley  directed  me. 

Q.  Did  he  talk  that  feature  of  it  over  with  Mr.  Thompson  at  allt-7- 
A.  No,  sir;  I  have  no  recollection  otherwise  than  what  I  have  testi- 
fied to  with  Mr.  Thompson.- 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Thompson  this  was  the  idea? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
have  no  recollection  about  it. 

O.  Have  you  any  recollection  that  Mr.  Lilley  did  tell  you  at  all  to 
so  draft  the  resolution  as  to  confine  the  investigation  to  the  Electric 
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Boat  Companv  ? — A.  I  remember  his  telling  me  to  draw  up  a  resolu- 
tion to  investigate  the  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and 
their  predecessor,  the  Holland  Boat  Company. 

Q.  JDid  he  tell  you  what  the  object  or  it  was? — A.  I  do  not  know 
that  he  did. 

G.  Their  methods  concerning  what?  Manufacture  of  boats? — A. 
As  far  as  I  remember,  methods  m  relation  to  past  and  proposed  legis- 
lation before  Congress. 

Q.  It  read  that  way? — A.  It  read  that  way;  I  think  that  is  as  he 
dictated  it.  That  is  the  way  I  drew  it  up,  anyway,  and  that  was  the 
idea  he  wished  to  have  me  incorporate. 

Q.  Did  he  say  anything  to  you  about  making  it  broad  enough  to 
include  any  other  submarine  company? — A.  I  nave  no  recollection 
of  such  a  statement. 

Q.  Why  did  not  you  make  it  broad  enough  to  include  other  com- 
panies?— A.  When  I  have  a  direction,  I  try  to  give  what  is  wanted. 

Q.  And  you  do  not  go  beyond  the  direction?— A.  Usually  not. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  11  o'clock 
Monday  morning,  according  to  the  announcement. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  11  o'clock  a.  m.  Mon- 
day, April  27,  1908.) 
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House  of  Representatives, 

Monday,  April  27,  1908. 

The  committee  met  at  11.30  o'clock  a.  m.,  Hon.  Henry  S.  Boutell 
(chairman)  in  the  chair. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  we  will  proceed  with  the  demand 
upon  Mr.  Lilley  for  his  letters  and  copies  of  letters  as  set  forth  in 
the  request  of  the  committee  last  week. 

Mr.  TBrown.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  I 
hold  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  the  list  of  written  evidence  or  papers 
prepared  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  that  were  with  a  request 
that  all  papers  that  wrere  included  in  the  list  should  be  produced 
before  the  committee  for  their  examination  for  such  subsequent 
action  as  their  examination  might  induce  them  to  take.  They  are, 
letter  from  Mr.  Goff  to  Mr.  Lilley;  letters  from  Mr.  Lilley  to  Mr. 
Goff.  All  letters  to  and  from  Mr.  lilley  to  any  persons  connected 
with  Connecticut  newspapers;  also  Webster's  notebooks;  stenog- 
rapher's book  of  stenographic  notes;  all  Mr.  Lilley's  letters  and 
copies  referring  to  the  House,  its  officers,  or  this  committee,  relating 
to  the  investigation  since  February  1,  1908. 

As  to  the  first  request  for  the  letter  of  Mr.  Goff  to  Mr.  Lilley,  and 
the  answer  prepared  by  Mr.  Webster,  as  appears  in  the  testimony, 
I  have  to  say  that  we  are  ready  to  comply  with  that  request  of  the 
committee,  and  I  have  with  me  the  original  letter  of  Goff  to  Lilley 
and  a  copy  of  the  answer.  I  will  produce  them  now  if  the  committee 
so  desire. 

(Two  papers  produced  and  handed  to.  the  committee.) 

As  to  the  other  papers  referred  to  in  this  request,  I  desire  to  offer 
to  the  committee  some  reasons  why,  in  my  judgment,  Mr.  Lilley 
will  be  justified  in  not  acceding  to  your  request.  The  resolution  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  under  which  this  committee  is  acting 
is  in  the  following  terms : 

Whereas  Mr.  George  L.  Lilley,  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Connecticut,  on 
his  responsibility  as  a  member  of  this  House,  before  the  Committee  on  Rules,  has, 
among  other  things,  stated  in  substance  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  of  New 
Jersey,  and  their  predecessors,  the  Holland  Boat  Company,  have  been  engaged  in 
efforts  to  exert  corrupting  influence  on  certain  Members  of  Congress  in  their  legislative 
capacities,  and  have  in  fact  exerted  such  corrupting  influence:  Therefore,  be  it 

Kesolved,  That  a  committee  of  five  Members  be  appointed  to  investigate  the  charges 
made  by  said  George  L.  Lilley  of  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of  said  company  ana  of 
Members  of  Congress  with  respect  to  legislation,  and  that  said  committee  shall  have 
authority  to  send  for  persons  and  papers  and  to  take  testimony  in  Washington,  District 
of  Columbia,  or  elsewhere,  either  oef ore  the  full  committee  or  any  subcommittee 
thereof.  Said  committee  shall  report  as  speedily  as  possible  with  such  recommenda- 
tion, if  any,  as  to  the  committee  shall  seem  meet. 

That  the  House  of  Representatives  had  the  right  to  appoint  this 
committee  and  to  clothe  it  with  the  powers  which  the  resolution 
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which  I  have  read  purports  to  give  it;  that  this  committee  hastb 
power  to  inquire  into  matters  embraced  in  the  resolution,  and  in  order 
to  make  that  inquiry  effectual  has  the  right  to  compel  the  productks 
of  oral  or  written  evidence  legitimately  bearing  upon  these  questions, 
I  do  not  contest.  My  sole  purpose,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlema, 
will  be  to  satisfy  this  committee  that  the  written  evidence  which  m. 
have  asked  Mr.  Lilley  to  produce  does  not  bear  upon  the  questions 
into  which,  under  this  resolution,  you  are  to  make  inquiry — that  is, 
to  use  the  language  of  the  act  of  Congress,  they  are  not  pertinent  to 
the  inquiry,  i ou  will  see,  gentlemen,  that  I  have  limited  myself  in 
this  description  to  very  narrow  limits.  I  start  with  the  assumptki 
that  if  Mr.  Lilley  has  in  his  possession  or  under  his  control  any  d 
the  written  evidence  included  within  the  request  which  is  pertinent 
fo  the  inquiry  which  you  are  conducting  under  this  resolution  of  tin 
House,  the  committee  has  a  right  to  compel  its  production. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Suppose  that  Mr.  Lilley  bv  some  act  of  his  h» 
impeded  the  securing  of  evidence  that  would  be  called  for  from  this 
inguiry;  have  we  not  the  right  to  examine  into  that? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  rather  inclined  to  think,  Mr.  Stevens,  that  that 
would  constitute  a  new  request  for  different  information  from  that 
embraced  in  this  request  that  has  been  made,  if  I  understand  your 
questions  properly,  and  I  would  rather  confine  myself  to  the  issues 
that  are  raised  by  this  request  for  certain  specific  papers.  That 
matter  you  speak  of  might  justify  an  oral  inquiry,  something  of  thai 
kind,  because  I  do  not  mow  what  you  have  in  mind.  I  would  prd* 
to  confine  myself  to  matters  that  are  relevant  to  the  request  that 
was  made  the  other  day.  With  all  due  respect  to  the  members  i 
the  committee,  I  would  like  to  answer  any  questions  that  the? 
would  put  to  me,  but  I  would  prefer  to  confine  my  attention  to  thi 
particular  reauest. 

You  will  observe,  gentlemen,  that  the  request  is  in  very  genenl 
terms.  Let  me  take  it  up  item  by  item.  Letters  to  Lathrop.  L^ 
ters  to  Lathrop  may  have  been  business  correspondence,  may  hm 
related  to  social  matters,  or  any  of  the  thousand  or  million  things 
that  Mr.  Lilley' s  relations  to  Mr.  Lathrop  might  make  the  subject 
of  this  communication.  All  of  those,  without  discrimination,^' 
Lille v  is  asked  to  produce. 

All  letters  to  and  from  Mr.  Lilley  to  any  person  connected  with 
Connecticut  newspapers.  We  have  again  a  very  general  request 
which  may  coyer  papers  having  nothing  to  do  witn  this  inquiry  w 
relating  to  social  matters,  or  to  political  matters  in  his  own  State,  # 
to  any  other  of  the  thousand  other  things  that  my  imagination  does 
not  enable  me  to  call  your  attention  to  at  this  moment. 

Also  Mr.  Webster's  notebooks  which  may  cover  the  dictation « 
any  letters  written  for  any  purpose  to  any  person,  counsel,  or  aa* 
body  else,  stenographer's  notebook  of  the  stenographer.  I  would 
say  the  same  thing  in  regard  to  that. 

All  Mr.  Lilley' s  letters  and  copies  referring  to  the  House,  its  offi- 
cers, or  this  committee,  relating  to  the  investigation,  since  Februaff 
1,  1908.   • 

Mr.  Olmsted.  There  was  some  testimony  which  led  us  to  ask  fa 
those  notebooks  of  Mr.  Webster's  and  the  stenographer's  notes.  & 
it  not  pertinent  for  this  committee  to  inquire  of  a  witness  and  ascer- 
tain what  correspondence  he  may  have  had  with  any  submarine 
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torpedo  boat  company  on  the  subject-matter  of  this  inquiry  or  con- 
cerninglegislation  now  pending  in  Congress? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  should  think,  with  all  due  respect  to  the  member  of 
the  committee,  that  the  inquiry  should  be  directed  to  the  particular 
matter  which  it  is  supposed  these  letters  would  bear  upon,  and  that 
that  matter  should  appear  upon  its  face  to  be  within  the  scope  of 
this  inquiry. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Then  get  back  to  that  question  which  I  asked  you: 
If  the  record  showed  that  Mr.  Lilley  by  some  conduct  of  his  own  had 
defeated  the  securing  of  testimony  or  in  preventing  this  inquiry 
being  successful  in  the  line  that  it  had  a  rignt  to  proceed,  have  not 
we  a  right,  as  part  of  that  power,  to  demand  that  testimony? 

Mr.  6rown.  That,  I  think,  will  come  up  in  connection  with  what 
I  was  going  to  say.  Your  suggestion  I  think  I  will  meet  when  I  come 
to  discuss  the  particular  requests  for  letters. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the  very  general  language 
used  in  the  request,  and  that  if  everything  comprehended  within  the 
language  is  to  be  furnished  it  practically  requires  Mr.  Lilley  to  fur- 
nish copies  of  all  his  correspondence,  of  whatever  nature  and  to  whom 
addressed,  from  February  1,  1908. 

That  the  last  request — for  letters  referring  to  the  House,  its  officers, 
and  this  committee,  and  relating  to  the  investigation — is  not,  in 
itself,  it  strikes  me,  very  specific;  but  I  am  going  to,  for  the  moment, 
discuss  this  matter  as  if  there  were  a  specific  request  for  copies  of 
letters  under  the  control  of  Mr.  Lilley  referring  to  the  method  of  con- 
ducting this  inquiry  and  letters  discrediting  the  action  of  the  com- 
mittee. Assuming  that  to  be  the  fact,  and  in  that  connection  I  will 
take  up  also  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Stevens — that  the  committee  ought 
to  have  the  right  to  discover  whether  Mr.  Lilley  has  been  embarrassing 
this  committee,  or  even  preventing  it  getting  legitimate  evidence  or 
impeding  it  in  securing  it,  which  I  understand  to  oe  the  inquiry — and 
I  take  that  up  together,  because,  as  I  view  it,  none  of  that  informa- 
tion would  bear  directly  on  the  investigation  that  you  are  conduct- 
ing. If  any  letters  have  been  written  disparaging  the  committee  or 
criticising  improperly  its  members,  or  criticising  Members  of  the 
House  or  Representatives,  it  does  seem  to  me  that,  even  if  produced, 
would  not  rurnish  the  foundation  for  any  report  which  you  are 
endeavoring  to  determine,  but  if  they  were  of  significance  at  all 
would  simply  furnish  the  base  or  foundation  for  proceedings  for 
contempt. 

Now,  if  Mr.  Lilley,  for  instance,  has  prevented  a  witness  from 
coming  here,  what  would  a  court  say?  Would  it  say  that  it  was 
evident  that  a  certain  fact  was  or  was  not  true,  or  would  it  be  impeding 
the  course  of  justice?  What  the  witness  would  say  does  not  appear. 
Suppose  that  a  party  to  a  suit  or  anybody  else  criticised  the  action 
of  a  court;  what  is  the  proceeding?  Punishment  for  contempt.  I 
say,  therefore,  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  evidence  that  you  call 
for,  so  far  as  you  have  specified  it,  would  not  have  a  bearing  upon 
the  subject-matter  of  the  investigation  in  any  way  to  discover  the 
facts  in  relation  to  the  matters  that  you  are  inquiring  about,  and 
at  most  would  furnish  a  foundation  for  proceedings  to  punish  for 
contempt.  I  do  not  understand  that  this  committee  has  any  power 
to  punish  for  contempt.  If  any  proceeding  is  to  be  had  1  under- 
stand it  must  be  by  the  House  of  representatives.     If  the  House  of 
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Representatives  should  see  fit  to  initiate  contempt  proceedings,  and 
should  want  the  facts  investigated  by  the  committee,  it  would 
appoint  a  new  committee,  would  it  not,  and  would  commission  it  to 
discover,  for  the  benefit  of  the  House,  the  facts  bearing  upon  tint 
question  of  contempt.  I  do  not  see,  inasmuch  as  this  committee 
has  not,  as  I  understand  it,  the  power  to  punish  for  contempt,  and 
inasmuch  as,  speaking  disparagingly,  if  it  has  been  done,  has  no 
direct  bearing  upon  whether  corrupt  motives  has  been  adopted  by 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  corruption  has  been  rife  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Let  me  see  if  we  understand  your  position.  That 
if  any  witness  appearing  before  this  committee  refused  to  testify  or  to 
produce  papers  called  for,  and  deemed  by  this  committee  to  be  proper 
and  pertinent,  then  this  committee  must  refer  the  matter  to  the 
House  and  the  House  must  appoint  another  committee  to  investigate 
and  determine  whether  or  not  that  witness  is  in  contempt,  and  that, 
therefore,  if  a  dozen  witnesses  or  50  witnesses  should  so  conduct  them- 
selves before  us,  we  would  have  50  committees  investigating  their 
conduct  and  determining  whether  or  not  anything  ought  to  be  done 
in  the  matter. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  want  to  be  understood  just  that  way.  If  a 
witness  refused  to  produce  evidence  that  the  committee  might  prop- 
erly call  for,  I  understand  there  are  two  remedies.  The  committee 
does  not  act  directly  in  the  punishment  of  the  witness.  It  reports  the 
facts  of  contumacy  to  the  House.  The  Speaker  may  certify  it  to  the 
district  attorney  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  under  the  act  of 
Congress  it  goes  to  a  grand  jury  and  the  man  would  be  indicted,  and 
he  may  be  fined  $1,000  ana  sent  to  jail  for  one  year.  That  is  one 
remedy.  I  do  not  understand  that  that  excludes  the  power  of  the 
House  to  protect  its  own  dignity.  In  addition  to  that  the  House 
itself  may  take  proceedings  against  a  man  to  punish  for  contempt. 
Those  proceedings  would  be  more  familiar  with  you  than  myself.  I 
simply  suggest  that  if  the  evidence  was  to  be  gathered  by  a  committee 
it  naturally  would  be  a  new  committee.  I  am  not  sure  about  the 
procedure.  All  I  want  to  say  is  that  the  action  to  punish  for  con- 
tempt would  be  initiated  by  the  House  of  Representatives  and  not  by 
this  committee.     How  they  would  go  at  it  you  know  better  than  I. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  It  might  be  recommended  by  this  committee  and 
immediately  passed  upon  by  the  House. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  understand  if  this  committee  were  satisfied  that  there 
was  contumacy  on  the  part  of  any  witness,  it  would  report  that,  and 
possibly  the  speaker  would  certify  it,  under  the  act,  to  the  district 
attorney  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  In  addition  to  that,  I  under- 
stand it  can  be  done  as  the  Supreme  Court  has  said,  the  House  can 
protect  its  own  dignity  by  punishing  for  contempt,  and  the  courts  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  can  punish  also  for  a  violation  of  the  lavs 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  two  are  not  double  punishments. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  And  that  contumacy  may  be  referred  to  the  district 
attorney,  and  it  does  not  take  away  any  rights  or  powers  which 
under  the  Constitution,  the  House  itself  possesses. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  understand  the  Supreme  Court  has  said  just  that 
And,  of  course,  it  is  analogous  to  the  power  of  a  court  of  justice.  Sup- 
pose one  of  you  gentlemen  were  sitting  upon  the  bench,  and  while  you 
are  holding  court  one  of  the  parties  stepped  up  to  the  bench  and 
used  slanderous  language  to  you;  if  it  happened  to  be  that  kind  of 
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language,  as  it  is  in  some  States,  which  constitute  a  criminal  offense, 
would  it  prevent  the  court  from  punishing  by  committing  that  man 
to  jail?  One  is  to  punish  for  a  contempt,  the  other  is  to  punish  for 
a  violation  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and  both  proceedings  may  be  had. 
based  on  the  main  facts.  I  think  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  said  just  that  in  the  Chapman  case  in  166. 

I  ought  to  say  this,  in  justice  to  myself;  I  have  come  here  on  a  hur- 
ried call,  not  expecting  that  this  question  would  come  up.  When  I 
left  here  early  in  March  I  assumed  that  my  connection  witn  this  inves- 
tigation was  at  an  end.  I  had  raised  a  question  similar  to  this  one 
when  I  was  here,  and  when  I  went  back  home,  I  did  not  expect  to  have 
anything  more  to  do  with  this  inquiry,  but  I  had  the  curiosity,  for 
general  mformation,  to  sit  down  for  about  a  half  a  day  and  look  up 
these  questions.  That  examination  brought  to  my  attention  those 
three  cases  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  there  may 
be  more — the  Thompson  case,  the  Kilburn  case,  where  it  was  held  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  that  the  House  had  no  right  to 
inquire  into  private  affairs  unless  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
information  to  perform  some  of  their  legitimate  functions.  The  other 
case,  the  Chapman  case,  where  it  held  that  the  Senate,  through  its 
committee,  did  have  a  right  to  compel  information  from  a  house  of 
stock  brokers  when  the  question  was  whether  members  of  the  Senate 
had  been  acting  corruptly  with  reference  to  certain  stock.  I  also  read 
the  old  case  in  14  Gray,  which  is  cited  with  approval  in  the  Kilburn 
case.  The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  savs 
it  fully  approved  of  it,  after  paying  a  handsome  compliment  to  the 
disting[uisned  Massachusetts  court,  one  of  whose  members  was  that 
great,  just,  and  rugged  character,  Lemuel  Shaw. 

It  is  said  in  this  case  that  this  information  can  be  compelled  when 
it  is  necessary  to  enlighten  either  House  of  Congress  on  a  question 
within  its  constitutional  powers,  where  it  is  either  acting  or  might  act. 

The  House,  having  before  it  a  bill  providing  for  an  appropriation 
for  submarine  boats,  and  also  having  an  additional  provision  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  should  contract  for  submarine  boats,  and 
that  bill  being  so  framed  that  the  phraseology,  in  conjunction  with 
xitside  circumstances,  practically,  it  is  conceded,  limited  the  contract 
to  one  company,  that  it  is  to  be  the  sole  beneficiary  of  the  bill  if  it 
became  a  law,  that  then,  under  these  circumstances,  in  order  to  deter- 
mine how  Congress  might  properly  act,  and  discharge  its  constitu- 
ional  function  of  providing  for  a  navy,  might  properly  within  its 
institutional  rights  discover  what  methods  were  being  employed  by 
he  beneficiary  of  that  bill  with  the  purpose  or  attempt  to  secure  its 
egislation,  and  whether  Members  of  Congress  had  themselves  been 
acting  improperly  with  reference  to  the  question  of  whether  there 
vas  any  Member  of  the  lower  House  who  should  be  disciplined 

Mr.  Stevens.  Is  not  that  rather  broad?  The  language  of  the  reso- 
ution  is,  "  And  of  Members  of  Congress  with  respect  to  legislation." 
fow,  anything  that  concerns  the  action  of  Members  of  Congress  with 
espect  to  that  legislation,  any  act  in  any  way,  would  be  pertinent. 
'Tow,  if  Mr.  Lilley's  letters  disclose  anything,  any  kind  of  an  act,  that 
ntimidated  or  unjustly  or  corruptly  influenced  any  Members  of 
Jongress  with  respect  to  that  legislation,  haven't  we  a  right  to  exam- 
ne  ft? 

Mr.  Brown.  If  you  will  allow  me,  you  interrupted  me  before  I 
lad  considered  what  I  wanted  to  say.     I  was  speaking,  not  with 
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respect  to  what  the  House  of  Representatives  had  done,  but  what  it 
could  do.  Having  stated  what  1  consider  it  might  be  fairly  claimed 
to  be  its  powers,  and  the  powers  of  this  committee  can  not  of  course 
be  larger  than  the  lower  House  can  confer  upon  it,  and  they  may  be 
much  narrower,  so  that  having  conceded,  so  far  as  this  discussion  is 
concerned,  that  the  House  possesses  the  power  to  do  it,  I  now  turn 
to  the  resolution  to  see  to  what  extent  it  has  exercised  that  power. 
You  see  what  I  have  in  mind.  So  that  having  made  the  confession, 
I  then  turn  to  the  resolution  and  see  what  it  has  ordered  this  com- 
mittee to  do.  It  is  to  make  an  inquiry  into  the  corrupt  practices  of 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  two  distinct  branches,  and  possibly  with  two  dis- 
tinct purposes.  An  examination  into  the  methods  of  the  Electric 
Boat  Company,  so  far  as  their  attempt  bearing  upon  the  auestiond 
how  Congress  should  legislate,  and  the  action  or  Members  or  Congress, 
if  corrupt,  any  action  bearing  upon  that  and  bearing  upon  tie 
question  whether  you  would  allow  them  to  remain  in  your  midst  any 
longer 

Mr.  Stevens.  The  honor  and  dignity  of  the  House? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  honor  and  dignity  of  the  House.  I  am  stating 
the  exact  items  that  have  occured  to  me  as  I  go  along. 

So  I  turn  now  to  the  resolution  itself,  and  properly  claim  that  the 
evidence  you  can  properly  call  for  must  be  evidence  bearing  upon  aw 
or  the  other  of  those  two  things,  and  useful  information  in  respect  to 
one  or  the  other  of  those  two  matters.  Now,  if  I  am  right  thus  fir, 
whatever  the  House  might  do  itself,  or  whatever  it  could  authoiia 
this  committee  to  do  in  excess  of  what  is  provided  in  this  resolution, 
no  matter  what  it  is,  it  is  not  within  your  powers.  Now,  I  hare  had 
read  to  me,  in  reference  to  this — and  I  do  not  say  this  as  evidence  for 
the  committee  to  take  the  facts  from,  but  as  explaining  the  ground  I 
have  taken  in  advising  my  client.  I  nave  had  read  to  me  every  copj 
of  a  letter  which  refers  either  to  this  investigation,  to  any  legislation 
at  an y  time  on  submarines,  or  to  submarines,  and  in  my  judgment 
there  is  not  one  that  bears  on  either  of  those  two  matters,  or  is  what 
is  called  in  the  act  of  Congress  "pertinent  to  this  inquiry."  Hit 
does  not  do  that,  no  matter  what  the  phraseology  may  be  or  what 
reflections  may  be  cast,  then  I  say  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  this 
committee  to  compel  the  production  of  it  in  this  matter,  because  it  is 
not  properly  within  the  scope  of  your  inquiry.  If  it  reflects  unjustlr 
upon  any  Members  of  Congress,  or  particularly  upon  the  members  w 
this  committee,  the  mode  of  redress  is  to  report  a  basis  for  contempt 
proceedings  to  the  House  and  let  the  House  take  such  action  as  it 
may  see  nt.  More  than  that,  if  there  was  a  letter  bearing  upon  this 
very  subject,  and  the  production  of  it  was  refused,  and  you  knew 
just  what  the  contents  of  the  letter  were,  and  were  perfectly  satisfied 
that  it  would  throw  light  upon  this  transaction,  and  was  improperly 
refused,  what  would  you  do  ?  Would  you  report  that  to  the  Speaker, 
and  let  him  certify  it  to  the  district  attorney  and  have  the  man  prose- 
cuted, or  would' you  attempt  to  prosecute  and  punish  him?  Ana 
having  satisfied  myself  that  there  is  no  law  that  authorizes  that— 
and  I  do  not  say  this  for  evidence  to  you 

Mr.  Olmsted.  You  substitute  your  judgment  for  that  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Brown.  But  substituting  my  judgment  for  that  of  the  com- 
mittee, upon  my  own  judgment  I  then  said  to  myself,  suppose  no* 
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that  the  committee  had  made  a  report  and  contempt  proceedings 
are  had,  the  act  of  Congress  says  that  the  witness  who  refuses  to 
testify  or  produce  a  paper  actually  pertinent  to  the  inquiry,  in  my 
judgment  or  anybody  else's  judgment,  if  he  does  do  that,  then  he  is 
exposed  to  the  penalty  of  $1,000  and  a  year  in  jail,  and  there  is  not  a 
letter  there  that  can  not  be  produced,  if  it  is  necessary  to  produce  it, 
but  any  certain  investigation  would  show  that  in  fact — and  the  law 
punished  the  fact  of  improper  refusal  to  answer,  whenever  there  has 
been  any  refusal  to  disclose  any  evidence  bearing  upon  the  Question 
involved  in  this  inquiry.  Now,  on  the  strength  or  my  own  judgment, 
which  may  be  wrong — I  am  not  so  confident  of  it  as  I  was  tnirty  years 
ago — in  my  own  judgment  of  these  letters,  on  being  shown  and  read 
they  would  not  touch  the  important  fact  within  the  meaning  of  this 
resolution,  they  would  not  throw  any  light  whatever  upon  either  of 
those  things  which  are,  I  think  the  committee  will  agree,  the  only 
ones  you  are  to  investigate. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Now,  would  not  that  throw  some  light  upon  the 
things  that  might  actuate  Members  of  Congress  with  respect  to  this 
legislation,  some  of  the  things  outside  of  Congress  that  in  a  wrongful 
way  influenced  Members  to  vote  for  or  against  some  of  the  phases  of 
this  legislation? 

Mr.  Brown.  Let  me  take  ah  illustration:  It  has  been  brought 
out  here  that  a  letter  was  written  to  a  Connecticut  man  and  pub- 
lished in  the  Hartford  papers.  Now,  the  man  who  received  that 
private  communication  gives  it  to  the  public  press.  It  is  conceiv- 
able that  that  letter  given  circulation — that  is,  by  putting  it  in  the 
leading  paper  of  Connecticut — might  come  to  the  attention  of  some- 
body having  a  vote  on  this  question  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
I  can  understand  how  it  might  influence  in  that  way.  But  I  can  not 
understand  how  a  private  letter,  even  if  it  were  reflecting  on  the  con- 
duct of  this  investigation,  could  possibly  have  influence  on  the  action 
of  Congress  in  determining  whatl>ills  should  or  should  not  be  passed. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Let  me  ask  you  there.  The  record  shows,  if  I  recol- 
lect, that  there  is  a  newspaper  published  in  Connecticut  in  which  Mr. 
Lilley  exercises  some  influence? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  an  assumption,  because  the  family  own  the 
bonds. 

Mr.  Stevens.  His  family  own  the  bonds.  Now,  the  record  shows 
ihat  he  has  written  a  letter  to  the  editor  of  this  paper  concerning 
this  investigation  or  this  inquiry  in  some  way.  Now,  it  appears  that 
this  newspaper  has  misrepresented  this  whole  situation  and  has  made 
arguments  and  has  misstated  conditions  so  that  this  misstatement 
would,  if  brought  to  the  attention  of  Members  of  Congress,  have  an 
influence  upon  those  Members  of  Congress  either  for  or  against  some 
phases  of  this  legislation.  Now,  would  not  that  letter  from  Mr. 
Lilley  under  these  circumstances  be  pertinent  to  this  inquiry  as  a 
mainspring  of  that  wrongful  influence  upon  Members  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  can  not  understand,  Mr.  Stevens,  how  it  would  tend 
to  prove  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company, 
>r  corrupt  influence  on  the  part  of  Members  of  Congress.  You  see 
[  am  taking  the  resolution  as  defining  the  limits  of  your  power. 

Mr.  Stevens.  That  is  what  I  am  taking. 

Mr.  Brown.  Test  it  by  the  resolution.  A  letter  is  written  by  Mr. 
Lilley  to  a  paper  in  which  his  family  is  interested  to  the  extent  that 
>hey  own  the  oonded  securities  of  the  company. 
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The  Chairman.  Right  on  that  point,  may  I  interrupt  you,  or  I 
would  you  rather  proceed  and  finisn  your  argument?  ' 

Mr.  mown.  No,  I  would  welcome  any  interruption.    I  am  making 
no  set  argument. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course  this  request  upon  Mr.  Lilley  was  based 
upon  the  entire  record.  It  was  not  basedfin  anysense  exclusively  ^ 
upon  .the  point  which  you  have  been  arguing.  Whether  the  docu- 
ment or  letters  would  contain  anything  pertment  to  the  inquiry  as 
outlined  in  the  resolution,  we  will  put  that  entirely  to  one  side  and 
admit,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that  it  is  immaterial  what 
this  committee  is  examining  into  or  what  there  is  in  the  resolution. 
We  are  sitting  under  the  authority  of  the  House,  performing  a  func- 
tion for  the  House.  During  the  inquiry  it  appears  that  the  principal 
witness,  who  is  a  member  of  the  House,  has  written  a  letter  reflect- 
ing in  very  grave  terms  upon  the  character  and  intention  of  the 
committee.  That,  of  course,  is  a  reflection  upon  the  House.  The 
evidence  tends  to  show  that  Mr.  Lilley's  secretary  wrote  the  lette 
and  signed  Mr.  Lilley's  name  to  it.  This  testimony  seems  to  be 
corroborated  by  Mr.  Lilley;  however,  I  would  not  attempt  to  state 
from  recollection  whether  he  swore  positively  that  he  did  not  sign  it 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  Mr.  Lilley  swore  that  he  did  not  sign  it. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  the  production  of  that  letter,  which  we  vi 
now  compare  in  connection  with  another,  suggests  the  importance  of 
seeing  the  10  or  12  or  15  other  letters  which  Mr.  Webster  referred  t* 
as  reflecting  upon  this  committee,  but  was  uncertain  whether  kj 
signed  Mr.  Lilley's  name  to  all  of  them  or  not  or  whether  Mr.  LiB? 
did.  It  becomes  important  for  this  reason :  We  have  in  our  possesaoi 
a  letter  which  tells  this  whole  story,  a  letter  directed  to  me  as  chairmaa 
of  the  committee,  and  dated  April  12,  1908,  with  a  memoranda 
under  it,  "Die.  not  read" — dictated  not  read — signed  "GeorcjeL 
Lilley — Webster."  Now,  there  is  the  way  he  signed  George  L.  Lilley* 
name.  Now,  it  seems  impossible  at  a  casual  glance  to  the  membis 
of  the  committee  that  the  man  who  wrote  "  George  L.  Lillev"  tk 
way  he  did  undoubtedly  write  it  there  has  written  "George  L.  Lilley 
on  the  copy.  Is  it  not  impossible  that  the  same  rtian  could  have  mai 
thoses  ignatures  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  My  attention  was  called  to  the  similarity  between  4> 
signature  made  by  Mr.  Lilley  as  made  by  himself  and  the  signatflff 
made  by  Mr,  Webster,  and  my  one  purpose  to-day  was  that  the  re- 
mittee might  at  once  have  a  chance  to  compare  them  with  otlff 
signatures  and  see  whether  there  is  the  similarity.  In  other  work 
it  was  suggested,  I  think,  that  there  is  a  similarity  between  the  siga- 
tures,  and  we  are  perfectly  willing  to  let  them  come  before  the  cos* 
mittee  and  write  "George  L.  Lilley"  and  let  the  committee  compared 
In  one  instance  I  do  not  write  my  name  just  the  same  as  in  anoth* 
and  we  are  perfectly  willing  that  they  should  come  down  and  ei^ 
write  "George  L.  Lilley"  and  let  the  committee  compare  ands* 
the  resemblance.  j 

The  Chairman.  Does  not  the  fact  that  this  question  is  raised 
this  matter,  a  matter  which  is  not  a  question  of  evidence  hut 
contempt,  raise  a  basis  which  can  not  be  removed  for  the  produci 
of  the  12  or  15  other  letters  concerning  which  Mr.  Webster  is" in  do 
as  to  whether  he  signed  Mr.  Lilley's  name  or  whether  he  signed*] 
himself?     Here  is  a  letter  over  ilr.  Lilley's  own  signature,  ui 
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avowed  by  him,  making  the  gravest  possible  reflection  upon  the 
character  of  this  committee,  which  implies  a  reflection  upon  tne  honor 
and  integrity  of  the  House.  After  a  month  has  passed  the  secretary 
savs  that  he  wrote  it  and  signed  Mr.  Lilley's  name  without  Mr. 
Lilley' s  knowledge.  Now,  on  its  being  produced  and  compared  with 
undoubted  signatures  of  Mr.  Lilley's  name  by  Mr.  Webster,  it  appears 
not  to  be  the  signature,  but  an  exact  facsimile  of  Mr.  Lilley  s  own 
handwriting. 

Mr.  Brown.  You  would  jiot  say  exact  without  examining  it. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  examined  it. 

Mr.  Brown.  Let  them  come  before  the  committee  and  sign  the 
signature  in  the  presence  of  the  committee 

The  Chairman.  To  finish  the  point,  there  are  those  dozen  or  15 
letters  referred  to,  so  that  it  becomes  a  question  not  at  all  whether 
it  is  pertinent  testimony,  but  it  is  solely  a  question  of  contempt. 

Mr.  Brown.  Do  I  understand,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  situation  is 
that  the  evidence  is  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  signature  and  not  lor  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
reflections  upon  the  committee? 

The  Chairman.  No. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  For  every  purpose. 

The  Chairman.  For  every  purpose  for  which  it  can  be  produced. 
But  the  mere  fact  that  there  was  such  a  letter,  and  that  Mr.  Lilley 
had  known  it  for  a  month,  and  no  steps  were  taken  to  disavow  it, 
and  only  disavowed  after  it  was  inquired  after  under  oath,  and  it  also 
appears  from  the  secretary's  testimony  that  twelve  or  fifteen  other 
letters  miriit  be  out,  he  could  not  recall  each — his  recollection  is  very 
poor — ana  it  seems  to  be  quite  pertinent  to  find  out  whether  this  is  a 
part  of  the  chain  of  letters  conveying  this  same  source  of  information 
to  people  of  his  acquaintance. 

Mr.  Brown.  Then  I  understand  the  committee  would  want  the 
letter,  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing  whether  the  signature  is  gen- 
uine, but  to  show  the  contents  of  the  letter? 

The  Chairman.  For  all  purposes. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  suggest  it  would  be  very  helpful  to  me  if  the  com- 
mittee would  state  the  purpose  for  which  they  wanted  these  letters, 
and  it  would  enable  me  to  advise  my  client  more  intelligently  whether 
it  was  his  duty  to  produce  them.  In  the  absence  of  that  information 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  chairman  of  the  committee  stated,  I 
think  on  Saturday,  that  the  production  of  letters  was  desired  in 
order  that  they  might  be  used  for  all  purposes  the  legitimacy  of  which 
will  be  shown  on  the  record — I  think  that  is  the  substance  of  it.  That 
statement,  which  was  different  from  what  I  hoped  it  would  be,  has 
left  me  to  evolve  in  my  inner  consciousness  all  the  imaginary  purposes 
for  which  the  committee  could  possibly  use  these  letters. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  say,  if  there  are  other  letters  conveying 
similar  sentiments  to  those  wnich  have  been  sent  out,  is  it  not  suffi- 
cient for  us  to  state  the  one  purpose  that  we  want  those  letters  for 
is  to  see  whether  Mr.  Lillev  was  for  several  weeks  in  that  state  of 
mind  toward  the  House,  of  which  he  is  a  Member,  and  toward  the 
committee  investigating  his  charges? 

Mr.  Brown.  If  the  matter  of  discipline  of  Mr.  Lilley  was  before  the 
House,  there  might  be  a  propriety  in  that,  but  the  chairman  has  sug- 
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gested  that  he  will  discard  for  a  moment  the  restriction  of  this  resolu- 
tion; I  can  not. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  admit,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument 
that  you  made  your  argument  good  for  the  demand  for  these  twelve 
or  fifteen  letters  reflecting  upon  the  committee.  Is  it  not  pertinent 
to  inquire  into  the  corrupt  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company, 
whatever  work  it  is  doing,  when  it  is  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee  that  the  principal  witness,  who  is  a  Member  of  the  House, 
has  sent  out  such  a  letter  as  this,  or  has  allowed  it  to  stand,  and  that 
there  are  others — does  it  not  become,  in  fact  is  not  the  committee 
bound  to  inquire  whether  the  Member  of  the  House  has  been  for 
some  length  of  time  in  that  state  of  mind  as  is  disclosed  in  that  letter? 
The  committee  would  like  to  %ave  counsel  to  consider  that  feature 
of  it. 

Mr.  Brown.  Let  me  bring  it  down  to  the  concrete  application. 
You  have  before  you  a  letter  the  cognizance  of  which  the  committee 
naturally  disclosed.  Suppose  that  letter  was  admitted  bv  Mr. 
Lilley  to  have  been  written  by  him  and  the  signature  to  be  his  own 
general  signature.  You  have  to  give  the  purpose  which  you  are 
going  to  put  it  to  in  this  investigation.  Is  it  going  to  change  your 
opinion  as  to  whether 

Mr.  Olmsted.  We  might  change  our  opinion  as  to  the  conduct  of 
Members. 

Mr.  Brown.  Precisely,  but  you  are  not  going  outside  of  this  matter 
into  another  matter  which  the  House  has  not  committed  to  you? 

Mr.  Olmsted.  This  committee  is  charged  with  the  investigation  of 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  conduct  of  Members  with 
regard  to  legislation. 

Mr.  Brown.  ' 'Corrupt  conduct"  is  the  phraseology,  I  think.  I 
apologize  if  I  am  wrong  about  that.  The  language  is  " Electric  Boat 
Company,  at  New  Jersey,  and  their  predecessors,  the  Holland  Boat 
Company,  in  efforts  to  exert  corrupt  influences  upon  certain  Members 
of  Congress  in  their  legislative  capacities,  and  have  exerted  such 
corrupting  influence."  The  action  of  Members  of  Congress  is  only 
stated  inferentiallv  that  the  corrupt  influence  has  been  effectual. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  'The  resolution  in  its  preamble  set  forth  that  Mr. 
Lilley  had  stated  in  substance  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and 
its  predecessors  have  been  engaged  in  efforts  to  exert  corrupt  influence 
on  certain  Members  of  Congress  and  have  exerted  such  corrupt 
influence.  Now,  then,  " Therefore,  be  it  Resolved" — this  is  t« 
resolution — "That  a  committee  of  five  Members  be  appointed  to 
investigate  the  charges  made  by  said  George  L.  Lilley  of  corrupt 
practices  on  the  part  of  said  company  and  of  Members  of  Congress 
with  respect  to  legislation,  and  that  said  committee  shall  n*Ye 
authority  to  send  for  persons  and  papers  and  to  take  testimony  m 
Washington,  D.  C,  or  elsewhere,  either  before  the  full  committee  or 
any  subcommittee  thereof.  Such  committee  shall  report  as  spee<Uj 
as  possible  with  such  recommendation,  if  any,  as  the  committee  shall 
seem  meet." 

Mr.  Brow'N.  "And  of  Members  of  Congress." 

Mr.  Olmsted.  "And  of  Members  of  Congress  with  respect  to  Iff 
islation."  Now,  suppose  it  should  develop  that  this  very  resolution 
of  inquiry  or  investigation  was  itself  offered  with  the  intention  to 
influence  legislation,  that  the- investigation  should  influence  leg15" 
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lation,  as  there  is  some  evidence  to  show.  Is  it  not  competent  for 
the  committee  in  determining  the  conduct  of  Members  in  regard 
to  legislation  to  ascertain  if  we  can  the  motive  for  the  introduction 
of  the  resolution,  the  person  who  may  have  been  behind  it,  and  to 
that  end  is  it  not  competent  for  us  to  ask  for  correspondence  upon 
that  subject? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  suggestion  of  the  member  of  the  committee,  I 
hope  you  will  pardon  me  if  I  say  is  certainly  ingenious,  but  I  can  not 
agree  with  it,  if  I  may  say  so  without  disrespect  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Howard.  Putting  it  in  a  little  different  view;  would  it  be 
competent  and  within  the  scope  of  this  committee's  investigation  to 
produce  evidence  which  in  itself  tended  to  contradict  or  to  impeach 
the  evidence  of  a  material  witness  to  the  substantive  charges  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  have  been  waiting  for  that;  I  have  been  expecting 
to  be  asked  that  question.  Now,  I  sat  here  the  other  day  and  ustenea 
with  interest  to  the  examination  conducted  first  by  Mr.  Stevens, 
I  think,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  bearing  along  that  line  of  contra- 
diction, or  effort  to  contradict,  to  impair  the  effect  of  the  testimony, 
and  it  went  through  my  mind,  wnat  is  this  proceeding?  Now, 
when  you  go  into  a  court  of  justice,  the  maji  who  produces  the  wit- 
ness can  not  cross-examine.  The  other  side  can  break  down  his 
testimony  or  impair  it.  What  is  the  relation  of  this  committee  to 
this  witness  who  was  sworn  under  the  direction  of  the  committee? 
Having  used  him  as  a  witness  can  they  properly  impair  the  credit  of 
his  testimony?  In  other  words,  are  they  the  otner  side?  Now, 
I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Right  there,  what  do  you  say  as  to  our  right  to  com- 

EbI  the  production  of  books  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the 
ake  Torpedo  Boat  Company?  They  have  all  sworn  to  the  effect 
that  they  do  not  contain  anything  improper,  and  now  we  have  called 
on  them  for  the  books  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Lilley. 

Air.  Stevens.  Is  there  any  more  than  one  side  to  this  investigation? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  don't  know  whether  there  is. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  If  we  can  not  get  anything  out  of  them  on  cross- 
examination,  can  we  demand  their  books  at  all? 

Mr.  Brown.  You  will  observe,  gentlemen,  I  have  studiously 
avoided  any  reference  to  the  duty  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to 
produce  their  books,  although  it  is  impossible  to  speak  of  one  case 
without  using  the  principles  applying  to  the  other.  In  other  words, 
khe  powers  of  this  investigating  committee  are  the  same  whether 
ipphed  to  one  or,  the  other.  My  purpose  was  to  start  my  case  at 
ihe  point  of  divergence  where  the  circumstances  in  the  Lilley  mat- 
ter differed  from  the  circumstances  in  the  Electric  Boat  matter.  If 
[  liad  been  privileged  to  take  part  in  the  trial  of  the  case  I  should 
te^rve  been  glad  to  look  up  the  matter  carefully  and  address  the 
jommittee  on  that  matter,  but  I  have  not  done  it  and  I  would  not 
vant  to  express  an  opinion,  and  anything  that  I  say  is  confined  to 
*£r.  Lilley's  case,  so  that  that  may  be  understood. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  suggested  the  inquiry  because  it  seemed  to  me 
Ixat  right  there  the  divergence  was  not  clear.  You  suggested  for 
ixe  calling  of  these  papers  to  break  down  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
lilley  as  on  cross-examination.  Would  not  that  be  equally  true  in 
tie  case  of  the  boat  companies? 
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Mr.  Brown.  I  would  rather  take  it  as  directly  applying  to  thecia 
of  my  clients;  I  would  be  rather  kept  out  of  their  controversy.  I 
expected  the  question  to  be  propounded  by  Mr.  Howard,  and  wide 
I  do  not  understand,  and  I  do  not  know  what  the  nature  of  this  pro- 
ceeding is  and  how  far  the  rules  in  court  are  applicable  to  this  coa- 
duct,  assuming  that  it  is  hard  for  the  committee  having  examinai 
the  witness  to  discredit  the  witness  by  contradiction,  I  say  to  y« 
gentlemen  that  I  have  examined  the  letters  with  reference  to  that 
and  I  can  only  give  my  judgment  as  to  what  they  will  show,  audi 
have  arrived  at  my  conclusion  in  my  own  mind  that  these  letters  dis- 
close nothing  that  would  affect  in  any  way  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Lilley. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Suppose  right  there — Senator  Thurston,  counsel  to 
the  Lake  Boat  Company,  says  that  an  examination  of  the  books  rf 
that  company  would  not  disclose  anything  that  the  boat  company 
should  not  have  done,  and  Mr.  Littleton  and  Mr.  Lindsay  say  that  id 
examination  of  the  books  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  will  shot 
nothing  that  we  have  any  business  with. 

Mr.  Brown.  As  I  have  said,  I  want  to  keep  entirely  clear  of  any 
action  vou  may  take  wi^h  reference  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company  of 
the  Lake  Boat  Company.  I  am  not  asking  you  to  do  anything  in  thai 
respect;  I  simply  want  to  state  my  position  in  reference  to  the  demand 
for  the  letters  of  this  man.  If  my  opinions  are  worth  anything  and 
they  are  right,  of  course  I  expect,  if  you  will  agree  with  me,  in  my  case, 
that  you  are  not  going  to  stand  upon  a  different  assumption  of  la* 
in  a  precisely  similar  case  that  can  not  be  differentiated.  I  certainly 
do  not  deny  the  application  of  a  certain  legal  principle  to  another  man 
who  has  a  right  to  stand  on  exactly  the  same  legal  principle. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  you  concede  that  Senator  Thm* 
ton's  opinion  as  to  what  was  in  the  Lake  Company's  books  is  as  good 
as  yours  concerning  what  is  in  your  client's  papers? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  certainly  do  not  concede  anything  about  Senator 
Thurston  or  my  friend  from  New  York.  I  am  trying  to  keep  within 
the  lines  of  my  own  case. 

Mr.  Howard.  Do  I  understand  your  position  to  be  that  on  tb 
rule  of  evidence  where  a  party  calls  a  witness  for  examination,  and 
that  he  is  then  denied  the  privilege  of  contradicting  or  impeaching  that 
witness  unless  he  first  lays  the  foundation  by  snowing  that  he  has 
been  entrapped  by  some  witness  as  to  what  they  expected  to  prove 
by  him? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  say  it  in  a  little  different  way.  I  understand 
the  rule  is  in  accordance  with  this — at  any  rate  that  is  the  rule  with 
which  I  am  familiar — that  when  a  party  produces  a  witness  he  cannot 
impair  the  value  of  his  testimony  by  direct  testimony  to  impeach 
him,  but  that  if  the  witness  is  caught  in  a  snarl  and  nas  put  upon 
him  evidence  that  he  has  every  reason  to  believe  is  contrary  to  what 
that  witness  would  state,  he  has  then  a  right  not  to  produce  evident 
on  the  impeachment  of  his  own  witness,  not  to  show  that  his  char- 
acter is  bad,  but  to  show  by  other  evidence  that  the  fact  is  to  the 
contrary.     That  is  the  rule  in  Connecticut. 

Mr.  Howard.  The  impeachment  of  character? 

Mr.  Brown.  But  on  the  contradiction  of  facts.  ' 

Mr.  Howard.  And  that  may  appear  in  other  evidence,  or  con- 
flicting evidence  of  witnesses? 
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Mr.  Brown.  It  may. 

Mr.  Howard.  That  is  in  the  interest  of  getting  the  truth.  Conced- 
ing that  that  position  applies  to  a  state  of  facts  given,  let  us  see  if  the 
facts  differentiate  in  any  wise.  For  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  this  contradictory  evidence  of  Mr.  Lilley  could  be  used,  are 
you  not  driven  to  the  whole  resolution,  and  the  whole  resolution  starts 
with  the  preamble,  "  Whereas  the  Hon.  George  L.  Lilley,  on  his  respon- 
sibility as  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives",  charges  so  and 
so,  therefore  it  is  resolved  that  such-and  such  a  committee  be  created  to 
make  such  and  such  an  examination.  Does  not  the  very  wording  of 
the  resolution,  the  words,  take  Mr.  Lilley  out  of  the  category  of  a  wit- 
ness called  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  on  his  own  behalf,  and  relieve 
the  committee  of  any  responsibility  for  his  testimony  either  way, 
and  is  he  not  in  the  position  of  a  witness  called  by  tne  plaintiff  or 
defendant  in  plaintiff's  behalf  or  his  behalf? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  not  absolutely  unfamiliar  with  the  rules  of  the 
construction  of  statutes,  and  if  my  memory  is  correct,  with  such 
principles  as  I  have  heard  and  am  somewhat  familiar  with,  the  rule  is 
this,  tnat  the  preamble  has  no  part  in  the  enacting  part  of  the  statute. 
It  is  referred  to  not  to  show  what  enactment  has  been  made,  but  to. 
construe  an  ambiguity  that  may  arise  in  the  enacting  part  of  the 
statute.  It  can  not  contradict  the  enacting  part ;  it  can  not  add  to  it, 
but  it  may  explain  an  ambiguity.  That  I  believe  is  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  books  as  to  the  effect  of  a  preamble  in  determining  the 
meaning  of  a  statute. 

Mr.  Howard.  I  agree  with  you  about  that.  But  is  that  the  precise 
question?  Are  we  after  getting  the  precise  words  or  enactment  of  the 
law?  Are  we  not  undertaking  to  illustrate  the  purpose,  and  conse- 
quently the  scope  of  the  investigation,  and  in  that  sense  is  the  pre- 
amble essential,  relating  to  it  in  so  far  as  it  tends  to  fix  the  character  of 
the  witness  on  whose  statement  the  investigation  is  offered? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  purpose  of  an  ambiguity  in  the  language  of  the 
enacting  clause  and  the  preamble  will  serve  to  show  what  the  mean- 
ing of  the  enacting  clause  is. 

Mr.  Howard.  It  is  supplying  an  additional  fact,  which  additional 
fact  attempts  to  fix  the  relation  of  A.  B.,  who  happened  to  be  a 
witness  in  the  investigation,  and  determine  his  character  as  such 
witness  to  that  investigation. 

Mr.  Brown.  In  answer  to  that  I  would  return  to  what  I  said;  I 
can  not  see  that  it  enlarges  the  scope  of  the  investigation,  but  I  plant 
myself  squarely  on  the  meaning  of  the  enacting  powers  of  this  reso- 
lution. I  would  like  to  add  to  that  that  I  have  taken  into  considera- 
tion the  very  question  that  has  been  asked  of  me  by  Mr.'  Howard, 
and  I  have  examined  the  papers  with  reference  to  that.  Now,  I 
have  examined  them  with  this  in  mind.  Of  course,  the  committee 
will  not  care  about  what  my  judgment  is  on  the  letters — they  will 
form  their  own  judgment 

Mr.  Howard.  Your  opinion  is  perfectly  good  for  the  purpose  of 
this  argument. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  giving  that  simply  for  the  argument.  I  am 
looking  to  see  where  my  client  would  be  if  proceedings  were  taken 
in  some  form  or  other,  and  I  have  said  this,  if  my  judgment  is  right, 
and  the  papers  are  not  produced,  to  the  party  before  whom  the 
matter  comes,  that  I  would  believe  my  client  was  justified.     I  take 
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the  risk,  or  my  client  takes  the  risk  of  faulty  judgment  on  my  part 
in  not  producing  those  papers. 

Mr.  Howard.  Would  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation,  a  m- 
culation  that  included  this  committee's  observation,  which  would 
write  or  print  anything  that  would  be  a  contempt  to  the  committee — 

Mr.  Brown,  f  should  like  to  look  at  the  Constitution  a  little  further 
before  I  attempt  to  answer  that.  If  I  remember  the  Constitution,  for 
disorderly  conauct  on  the  part  of  Members  they  may  be  expelled  with 
two-thirds  vote. 

Mr.  Howard.  No;  I  think  my  question  did  not  call  for  that  answer, 
it  is  the  general  proposition,  can  a  newspaper  of  circulation  that  pub- 
lishes anything  concerning  the  committee,  whether  it  would  be  a  con- 
tempt of  it? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  not  undertake  to  say  that  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives itself,  if  the  reflection  was  on  the  House  or  certain  mem- 
bers of  the  House,  could  by  its  own  process  get  after  that  newspaper. 
I  do  not  know;  I  have  not  had  any  occasion  to  examine  that  question. 
There  might  be  some  difficulty  in  making  a  process  reach  for  dis- 
respect to  the  House.  Of  course,  if  it  were  slanderous  it  would  be 
judicial. 

Mr.  Howard.  I  am  trying  to  put  a  concrete  question  about  this 
committee.     I  am  speaking  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  unable  to  answer  that — I  do  not  know  whether 
the  House  could  proceed. 

Mr.  Howard.  Then  let  me  answer  it  for  the  purpose  of  getting  at 
my  full  argument.  Then  if  it  could  be  shown  that  Mr.  Lilley,  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress,  wrote  letters  which  excited  such  criticisms,  it  being 
agreed  that  the  criticism  amounted  to  contempt,  that  Mr.  Iilley 
wrote  letters  inciting  it,  if  the  paper  would  be  guilty  of  contempt, 
would  Mr.  Lilley  also  be  guilty  of  tne  contempt? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  have  proceeded  on  the  assumption  that  Mr.  Iilley 
or  anybody  else,  being  a  Member  of  the  House,  might  be  guilty  of 
contempt;  that  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  tne  House  to  punish. 
My  point  has  been,  not  in  this  case,  not  with  this  committee,  bat 
they  can  not  gather  facts  or  evidence  on  it  without  a  due  commission. 

Mr.  Howard.  Do  I  understand  you  to  state  that  there  are  two 
possible  contempts  on  this  committee,  one  created  by  statute  and 
another  inherent  in  its  power? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  call  them  both  contempt;  the  contempt  is 
acted  upon  in  the  House  itself  and  the  other  a  violation  of  the  statute, 
of  the  law  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Howard.  In  other  words,  you  have  got  a  statute  which  says 
that  the  failure  of  a  witness  to  respond  to  a  legal  process  in,  an  inves- 
tigation concededly  in  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress 

Mr.  Brown.  In  a  pertinent  inquiry. 

Mr.  Howard.  Unquestionably — that  the  failure  to  show  favorable 
response  amounts  to  contumacy  which  the  committee  shall  report  to 
the  House. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  necessarily  say  that.  I  admit  that  probably 
the  House  might  certify  under  the  statute  to  the  district  attorney  in 
Washington.  To  use  your  own  illustration,  Mr.  Lilley  used  toward 
this  committee  language  which  everybody  concedes  amounted  to » 
contempt,  a  distinct  contempt,  in  itself  not  legally  different  from » 
refusal  to  appear  and  testify  in  obedience  to  a  summons,  as  it  is  not 
necessary  to  go  through  some  process  before  punishment. 
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That  would  be  the  one  thing  I  would  call  contempt;  the  other  is 
a  violation  of  the  law  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Howard.  Now,  then,  would  it  be  pertinent  as  connected  with 
this  inquiry  for  this  committee  to  search  for  original  or  additional 
evidence  that  such  an  act  was  committed? 

Mr.  Brown.  As  I  understand  the  law  relating  to  contempt,  there 
are  two  kinds:  One  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  court— that  is 
the  one  you  refer  to — subject  to  summary  punishment  bj  the  court 
on  its  own  knowledge,  being  an  immediate  commitment  without  call- 
ing witnesses  or  anything  of  the  kind.  That  is  what  is  called  crimi- 
nal contempt.  Now,  there  is  another  kind  of  contempt  committed 
outside  of  the  court  room  and  not  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  either 
actual  or  constructively.  For  that  process  is  required.  The  man 
that  is  charged  with  contempt  is  brought  in,  and  he  can  offer  evidence. 
It  is  a  civil  contempt  as  I  understand  the  law,  absolutely  different. 
Now,  on  the  part  of  the  committee  it  is  asked  of  Mr.  Lilley  that  if  thia 
letter  refers  to  disparaging  remarks,  it  is  to  shew  what?  It  is  to- 
compel  him  to  produce  evidence  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  contempt; 
not  to  show  the  contempt,  but  to  produce  evidence  that  he  has  been 
guilty  of  the  contempt.  I  am  not  going  to  raise  the  fifth  amendment 
in  his  favor.  An  honorable  man  does  not  like  to  have  that  raised. 
I  do  raise  the  fourth  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  about  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  because  I  believe 
it  is  universal  that  it  makes  no  difference  whether  an  officer  is  sent  by  a 
search  warrant  to  take  a  paper  by  force  or  a  subpoena  issued  to  com- 
pel the  production  of  it.  The  law  is  the  same.  I  should  have  stated 
under  the  fourth  amendment,  waiving  the  fifth  amendment,  I  claim 
that  Mr.  Lilley  is  not  liable  to  produce  this  paper.  I  say  it  respect- 
fully, the  power  to  make  him  produce  it  is  not  here  under  the  circum- 
stances, and,  as  will  be  shown  by  the  contents  of  these  letters  when- 
ever produced,  they  are  not  pertinent  to  this  inquiry.  No  man  likes. 
to  produce  his  private  correspondence.  Under  the  fourth  amend- 
ment nobody,  no  person's  house,  property,  or  the  contents,  or  what- 
ever a  thing  it  may  be,  is  subject  to  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures. 

I  expected  to  say  what  I  wanted  to  say  in  five  minutes.  I  am  very 
glad  to  have  been  asked  these  questions.  They  bring  information 
to  me  if  they  do  not  bring  it  back  to  the  committee. 

At  the  expense  of  repetition  I  would  say  that  so  far  as  these  papers 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  disparaging  remarks  made  about  the 
situation  as  I  view  it  is  this:  Can  a  man  be  compelled  by  the  produc- 
tion of  papers  to  show  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  contempt  and  to 
show  before  a  committee  that  is  commissioned  by  a  resolution  bring- 
ing it  into  existence  to  inquire  into  certain  specific  matters  not 
relating  to  the  question  whether  a  Member  of  Congress  has  spoken 
disrespectfully  of  the  committee  or  not?  My  contention  is  tnat  it 
can  not  be  done;  it  must  be  done  in  another  way. 

Mr.  Howard.  Your  position  is  that  it  can  be  done  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  Brown.  Not  with  this  committee.  I  would  not  go  so  far  as 
to  say  that  the  House  of  Representatives  could  not  look  into  it. 
That  question  is  not  presented  to  me.  I  am  trying  to  speak  upon 
the  situation  exactly  as  it  exists  as  to  the  powers  of  this  committee 
under  the  resolution,  as  to  the  rights  of  Mr.  Lilley  as  a  Member  of 
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Congress,  or  as  a  citizen,  or  both,  to  decline  to  produce  his  private 
correspondence  and  take  his  chances,  if  the  matter  is  ever  brought  up, 
on  being  able  to  show  that  the  correspondence  was  not  in  the  w- 
guage  or  an  act  criticising,  which  is  the  same  as  prosecution  of  the 
power  of  Congress  in  a  matter  pertinent  to  that  inquiry.  I  stand 
on  the  fourth  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Stevens.  We  have  not  the  right  to  impeach  him,  we  have  no 
question  about  that. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  House  of  Representatives,  as  I  understand,  his 
the  constitutional  right,  the  exercise  of  which  functions  are  con- 
trolled by  the  courts  of  justice.  I  understand  a  resolution  wis 
introduced  in  the  House  to  discipline  or  expel  any  Member  for  vio- 
lation of  his  duties  as  a  Member  of  the  House 

Mr.  Olmsted.  We  are  not  sitting  here  trying  anybody  for  con- 
tempt, nor  under  proceedings  for  expulsion  or  anything  of  that 
kind.  We  are  trying  to  find  out  about  this  Electric  fioat  Company's 
conduct,  to  find  out  all  we  can  about  that,  and  the  motive  under- 
lying the  introduction  of  this  resolution.  Now,  leave  out  the  ques- 
tion of  contempt,  which  is  not  before  us  exactly,  and  any  question  of 
expulsion,  which  is  not  before  us,  and  come  down  to  the  getting  of 
testimony  directly  on  this  matter  that  is  before  us  under  this  reso- 
lution. Now,  if  we  have  not  a  right  to  ask  Mr.  Iilley,  who  has  testi- 
fied he  dictated  certain  matters  to  his  secretary  in  connection  with 
this  matter,  if  we  have  not  a  right  to  call  on  him  for  the  matter  re- 
lating to  this  transaction,  how  on  earth  can  we  compel  anyone  ebe 
to  furnish  us  with  it? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  question  that  if  Mr.  Lilley  has  anything  in 
the  way  of  documents  in  his  possession  or  his  knowledge  that  per- 
tains to  the  subject-matter  of  this  inquiry,  which  is  corrupt  methods 
on  the  part  of  tne  Electric  Boat  Company  and  corrupting  Members 
of  Congress,  you  have  a  perfect  right  to  compel  its  production. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  He  first  testified  as  to  what  time  he  remembered 
that  he  got  into  communication  with  any  officer  of  the  Lake  Boat 
Company.  Subsequently  there  comes  before  us  .a  communication 
addressed  by  him  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  in  which  he  says. 
"My  constituent,  J.  C.  Lake/'  who  happens  to  be  the  vice-president 
of  the  company,  "  writes  me  as  follows."  Now,  have  we  not  a  right 
to  call  for  the  production  of  that  letter? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  letter  has  been  produced. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  It  has  not  been  produced. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  remember  that  J.  C.  Lake  letter.  Of  course 
the  Lake  Company  stands  before  you  a  little  different  from  the 
Electric  Boat  Company,  because  it  is  not  included  within  the  scow 
of  this  inquiry  except  as  it  is  evidence  of  what  bearing  it  would 
have  upon  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  Members  of  Congress. 

The  Chairman.  If  its  witnesses  sustain  Mr.  Lilley's  charges  of 
excessive  cost. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  want  to  say  anything  on  the  question  of 
cost.  The  other  side  will  probably  talk  about  that.  That  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  inquiry.  As  a  matter  of  inquiry,  unless  it 
has  some  bearing  on  the  question  of  corruption,  it  is  not  before  you, 
I'presume  they  will  say.     I  do  not  want  to  mix  into  their  affairs. 

I  do  not  know,  gentlemen,  that  there  is  anything  else  I  have  in 
mind  to  say  why  these  books  should  not  be  produced.     Of  course 
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I  would  like  to  say  that  all  men  like  to  protect  their  private  corre- 
spondence as  far  as  they  can,  whether  it  is  proper  correspondence 
or  improper  correspondence,  and  I  feel  perfectly  justified  in  putting 
up  as  staunch  a  fight  as  I  can  to  protect  Mr.  Lilley's  correspondence 
from  being  subjected  to  the  perusal  of  anvbodjr  unless  the  interests  of 
justice  require  it,  and  I  think  he  has  a  full  right,  without  any  reflection 
upon  its  members,  through  his  counsel  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
committee  to  the  position  that  he  is  not  under  the  law  required  to 
produce  it. 

The  Chairman.  Just  one  final  (juestion.  You  have  in  your  argu- 
ment on  these  facts  as  to  the  bearing  on  it  spoken  very  frankly  about 
the  contents  of  certain  letters  of  Mr.  Lilley' s  as  not  containing  matter 
which  was  pertinent  to  this  inquiry.  Would  you  mind  stating  with 
the  same  frankness  how  many  letters  there  are  similar  to  this? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  rather  not  turn  witness  now.  Do  not  take 
as  evidence  what  I  have  said  about  my  judgment.  I  am  simply 
showing  the  reasons  why  I  think  I  can  staud  on  my  position. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  know  whether  these  same  reasons  would 
apply  with  equal  force  to  certain  letters. 

Air.  Olmsted.  In  other  words,  having  volunteered  to  testify  to  a 
certain  extent,  vou  prefer  not  to  be  cross-examined. 

Mr.  Brown.  To  save  my  face  I  would  say  anything  I  have  stated 
about  the  contents  of  these  letters  was  not  intended  to  be  evidence, 
and  I  simplv  mentioned  it  for  the  purpose  of  justifying  my  position, 
because  I  thought  I  could  justify  it,  if  their  production  was  to  be 
compelled. 

Of  course  I  know,  to  be  frank,  that  Mr.  Lilley  has  been  dissatisfied 
with  the  examination.  The  committee  have  made  it  very  evident 
that  they  are  not  altogether  satisfied  with  Mr.  Lilley  or  his  conduct, 
and  it  is  not  unnatural  that  Mr.  Lilley  may  have  expressed  himself. 
I  will  not  ask  you,  because  that  would  be  an  affront,  whether  you 
have  expressed  yourselves  of  Mr.  Lilley  in  unflattering  terms.  I  am 
answering  as  best  I  can,  always  with  the  saving  clause,  that  I  am 
speaking  unprepared  upon  these  questions.  If  there  is  any  further 
question  of  the  committee  I  shall  be  happy  to  answer  it. 

The  Chairman.  We  can  not  let  go  unchallenged  even  the  slight 
remark  of  counsel  with  reference  to  the  attitude  of  this  committee. 
The  attitude  of  this  committee  toward  Mr.  Lilley  is  of  the  utmost  mag- 
nanimity and  the  desire  to  give  him  every  opportunity  to  make  good 
his  charges. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  suggested  it  would  not  be  impossible  that  the  com- 
mittee would  be  dissatisfied  with  his  conduct. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  The  committee  has  not  expressed  itself  in  any  way. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  say  it  would  not  be  unnatural  if  the  committee  was 
dissatisfied  with  his  conduct,  and  for  reasons  that  it  is  not  necessary 
to  go  into  I  should  be  surprised  if  they  had  not  expressed  dissatisfac- 
tion. I  do  not  know  whether  they  have  or  not,  but  for  me  to  stand 
up  here  and  say  Mr.  Lilley  was  perfectly  satisfied  with  this  investi- 
gation and  had  not  ever  expressed  dissatisfaction,  it  is  useless  and 
untrue.  That  has  nothing  particularly  to  do  with  this — it  is  merely 
thrown  out  as  showing  that  I  was  not  going  to  say  as  a  matter  of 
fact  that  Mr.  Lilley  had  not  expressed  dissatisfaction  with  this  com- 
mittee or  its  conduct.  What  I  say  is  not  evidence.  I  am  giving 
you  my  opinion  of  the  legal  bearing  of  such  papers  that  I  read.  I 
may  be  absolutely  wrong  about  it. 
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Mr.  Stevens.  Isn't  there  anything  in  those  letters  that  interprets 
or  construes  in  any  way  the  charge  that  he  makes  with  reference  » 
the  special  and  exclusive  contracts,  or  the  demand  for  open  comp- 
tition,  or  the  fact  that  the  committee  had  not  pursued  its  examine 
tion  in  a  way  to  develop  that  line  as  he  expected  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  There  is  nothing  in  these  letters,  according  to  my  mem- 
ory, that  in  anv  way  contradicts  or  embraces  the  position  on  the  main 
question  that  he  has  taken  before  the  committee. 

The  last  part  of  the  question  bears  upon  the  very  matter  I  haw 
been  talking  about. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Haven't  we  the  right  to  know  everything  that  caa 
be  known  fairly  concerning  the  twro  branches  of  the  subject  thai  s 
before  us  for  investigation!  He  has  charged  certain  things;  we «* 
directed  to  investigate  things  in  that  line.  Now,  he  has  written  or 
said  concerning  those  tilings  to  out-side  people.  Haven't  we  a  right 
to  knowr  his  attitude  and  his  views  in  relation  to  those  two  proposi- 
tions? 

Mr.  Brown.  His  attitude  toward  the  way  the  investigation  has 
been  conducted  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  Yes;  and  the  facts  he  states  to  outside  people  con- 
cerning those  things. 

Mr.  Brown.  You  couple  two  things.  I  would  rather  take  them 
separately.     As  to  whether  he  has  criticised 

Mr.  Stevens.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  criticism;  it  is  a  matter  of  static 
a  fact. 

Mr.  Brown.  As  to  the  matter  of  stating  a  fact,  connected  parties-  i 
larly  wath  the  investigation,  I  should  say  no.  There  is  no  other  thing 
he  has  stated  bearing  upon  it  that  at  all  changes  what  he  has  stated— i 

Mr.  Stevens.  Might  not  the  method  of  conducting  the  investigi-! 
tion  be  entirely  pertinent  as  to  the  way  of  developing  whether  or  not 
there  is  corrupt  action  by  Members? 

Mr.  Brown.  It  might  be.  It  might  be  involved  in  the  resolution 
As  to  whether  the  facts  are  disclosed  or  not 

Mr.  Stevens.  Then,  if  that  is  true,  why  haven't  we  a  right  to  know 
what  he  has  said  or  done  in  that  connection? 

Mr.  Brown.  How  does  it  bear  upon  the  question  of  corruption  as 
to  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  the  corruption  of  Members  of  &»- 
gress,  or  whether  the  facts  exist?  I  can  not  see  that  it  does.  Of 
course  this  matter  of  searching  for  papers,  or  compelling  the  produc- 
tion of  papers,  it  is  one  of  those  invasions  of  a  man's  privacy  m 
Possession  that  he  opposes  about  as  strongly  as  he  can  anything- 
ou  wall  all  agree  that  on  sending  an  officer  with  a  search  warrant  to 
a  man's  house  to  take  his  private  papers,  he  is  put  on  the  defense  at 
once,  and  compelling  him  to  produce  them  is  violating  the  fourth 
amendment  exactly  the  same  as  sending  the  man 

Mr.  Olmsted.  I  would  like  to  ask  whether  you  consider  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  by  the  House  of  Representatives  was  in  any  j 
sense  legislative? 

Mr.  Brown.  Of  course  a  good  manv  times  in  my  life  I  have  been 
called  to  prove  assertions  I  make  in  behalf  of  my  client,  and  some 
times  I  have  had  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  to  do  it,  but  I  havener 
been  called  upon  to  prove  an  admission.  *  I  admit  that  you  have  that 
power.  Now,  I  am  frank  to  say  that  I  gather  from  the  Chapman 
case,  not  contradicted  by  the  Kilbourn  case,  and  I  think  the  N*f 
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York  case,  which  undoubtedly  will  be  read  tp  you,  and  I  think  in  line 
with  the  case  in  14  Gray  and  the  recent  case  in  Kansas,  that  a 
branch  of  a  State  legislature,  or  either  branch  of  Congress,  may  get 
by  compulsory  jprocess  information  to  enable  it  to  discharge  intelli- 
gently its  constitutional  duties  to  legislate  upon  a  particular  matter; 
that  it  has  not  got  to  be  confined  to  expulsion  of  tne  Member.  The 
broad  question  is,  Is  this  the  information  which  the  House  ought  to 
have  to  discharge  properly  its  duties? 

Mr.  Olmsted.  You  do  not  quite  understand  my  question.  This  is 
not  a  question  of  the  expulsion  of  a  Member.  Was  not  the  process 
of  this  resolution  a  species  of  legislation? 

Mr.  Brown.  Generally  speaking,  it  is  under  the  legislative  power 
that  is  Dlaced  in  one  of  the  Houses.     It  is  a  sort  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  As  the  resolution  itself  calls  upon  us  to  investigate 
the  conduct  of  Members  touching  legislation,  isn  t  it  competent  for  us 
to  ascertain  the  conduct  of  any  Members  which  led  to  the  mtroduction 
of  this  resolution? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  shall  simply  have  to  reply  that  it  may  be  in  the 
power  of  the  House,  but  it  has  not  been  delegated  to  the  committee. 
The  committee  is  tied  up  with  the  resolution. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  But  the  adoption  of  the  resolution  was  legislation. 
We  are  authorized  and  instructed  to  inquire  concerning  the  conduct 
of  Members  touching  legislation,  not  any  particular  legislation,  but 
legislation.  Suppose  we  find,  as  we  have  found,  letters  from  Mr. 
Lflley  to  the  Department  soliciting  business  for  the  Lake  Boat  Com- 
pany. Then  suppose  he  testifies  tnat  he  would  not  have  introduced 
this  resolution  except  that  the  Naval  Committee  did  not  act  as  he 
wanted  them  to,  and  he  naturally  wanted  the  House  to  change  the 
action  of  the  Naval  Committee.  Now,  isn't  it  competent  for  us  to  get 
not  only  these  letters  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  but  any  other 
correspondence  referred  to  in  those  letters  between  Mr.  Lilley  and  the 
officers  of  the  Lake  Boat  Company,  or  anybody  else,  bearing  upon  this 
subject?  If  we  can  not  call  upon  Mr.  Lilley  himself  for  sucn  docu- 
mentary evidence,  how  on  earth  can  we  justify  ourselves  in  calling 
upon  anybody  else? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  did  not  say  this  for  you  to  accept  as  a  factj  but 
as  one  of  the  grounds  of  my  position,  that  after  my  examination  I 
know  of  no  letter  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Was  the  correspondence  between  Mr.  Lilley  and 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  or  between  Mr.  Lilley  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  submitted  to  you  at  all? 

.  Mr.  Brown.  I  made  this  request,  that  any  letters,  any  copies  of 
letters  that  related  to  this  investigation,  to  submarine  legislation, 
or  submarines,  should  be  read  to  me.  Now,  I  do  not  know  whether 
all  letters  have  been  read  to  me  or  not.  I  assume  they  have.  It 
would  be  very  poor  policy  to  deceive  counsel.  Of  course  what  you' 
are  asking  for,  if  you  will  remember,  is  what  is  called  in  court  second- 
ary evidence.  I  do  not  understand  any  effort  has  been  made  to 
{jet  the  original  letters  at  all.  As  far  as  I  know,  all  those  original 
etters  are  m  existence. 

Mr.  Howard.  Secondary  evidence  is  so  abundant  here  that  it 
constitutes  a  staple  of  all  we  have  got. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  understand  that  it  is  Mr.  Howard's  judgment 
that  the  committee,  after  this  long  hearing,  has  got  a  prescriptive 
right  to  that  kind  or  evidence.^ 
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The  Chairman.  I  will  ask  you  one  question,  so  that  the  recwd 
may  be  clear.  You,  as  Mr.  Lilley's  counsel,  have  advised  him  not 
to  comply  with  the  request  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  Brown.  As  a  reauest,  I  have  advised  him  not  to  comply  with  it. 

The  Chairman.  Ana  you  base  your  advice  to  him  on  your  argu- 
ment as  given  this  morning? 

Mr.  Brown.  As  a  response  to  the  subpoena,  for  reasons  I  do  not 
care  to  state  to  the  committee  at  this  time,  but  as  a  request,  getting 
it  just  as  it  is  made,  I  have  stated  in  my  judgment  he  is  not  obliged 
to  do  it.  If  it  was  my  own  case,  I  say  to  you  frankly,  gentlemen,  if 
I  was  in  Mr.  Lilley's  place  I  should  not  produce  the  papers. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Was  any  letter  submitted  to  you  from  J.  C.  Lake 
to  Mr.  Lilley? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  absolutely  unable  to  tell  you. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  We  have  positive  evidence  that  there  was  such  * 
letter. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  absolutely  unable  to  say. 

The  Chairman.  That  we  did  not  include  in  the  list,  because  that 
is  a  letter  he  promised  to  produce. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  original  letters  and  others  were  read  to  me  « 
one  time ;  what  copies  that  were  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Lilley  were 
read  to  me  at  one  time ;  I  can  not  tell  to  you  the  names  of  the  parties. 
I  would  simply  take  in  the  general  purport  of  the  letter,  and  followed 
it  along,  and  all  I  have  is  my  impression  of  the  purport  of  those 
letters.  All  I  wanted  to  know  was  whether  we  could  stand  on  the 
ground  that  they  did  not  in  my  judgment  pertain  to  this  inquiry, 
and  they  have  gone  out  of  my  heaa  very  largely  except  the  pur- 
port, and  I  won't  say  that  there  is  not  a  letter  from  Mr.  Lake  there. 

I  want  to  thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  the  very  patient  attention  you 
have  given  to  this  disconnected  talk.  I  want  to  say  this :  I  recognize 
the  fact  that  this  committee  was  appointed  to  investigate;  that  I  can 
not  come  to  you  and  say,  "Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I  demand  as 
a  right  that  I  have  an  opportunity  to  address  this  committee  on  any 
matter  connected  with  this  investigation."  The  most  I  can  say  to 
you  is,  gentlemen,  I  think  in  the  exercise  of  discretion  you  ought  to 
give  me  an  opportunity,  and  for  allowing  me  to  do  it  in  this  case 
where  my  client  is  a  witness  I  want  to  thank  you,  and  I  also  thank  tod 
for  the  patient  attention  you  have  given  to  my  illogical  and  rambling 
remarks,  because  I  have  discussed  it  without  any  preparation  and 
without  any  attempt  to  follow  things  in  logical  sequence. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  glad  to  have  heard  you,  and  will  be  glad  to 
hear  anv  further  suggestions. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  think  in  this  way  I  have  covered  the  matters  in  my 
mind  as  opposing  the  right  to  compel  the  production  of  papers. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Lake  if  he  has  complied 
with  any  of  the  subpoenas  duces  tecum.  I  have  reference  particu- 
larly to  the  stock  books.  The  stock  books  of  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany have  been  in  the  possession  of  the  committee  here  several  weeks. 

Mr.  Lake.  I  believe  our  counsel,  Senator  Thurston,  has  agreed,  tf 
far  as  the  stock  books  are  concerned,  to  submit  them  to  the  committee 
in  executive  session. 

The  Chairman.  If  you  will  have  them  delivered  to  the* clerk** 
will  be  glad  to  have  them.  Now,  as  to  the  other  books  and  docu- 
ment called  for  i&  the  subpoena  duces  tecum,  particularly  the  ampfr 
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ication  of  the  subpoena  made  at  the  session  last  Saturday,  you  have 
neard  of  that? 

Mr.  Lake.  No;  I  have  not  been  here. 

The  Chairman.  I  telephoned  Senator  Thruston,  on  behalf  of  the 
committee,  to  be  here  at  2  o'clock  last  Saturday,  and  he  asked  what 
we  desired  his  attendance  for,  and  I  told  him  it  was  to  make  a  formal 
demand  in  reference  to  the  subpoena  duces  tecum?  and  to  add  to  the 
subpoena  duces  tecum  addressed  to  you.  He  said  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  issue  another  subpoena,  but  simply  discribe  what  we 
wanted,  and  it  is  stated  in  the  record  in  full.  It  relates  to  the  books 
showing  the  prices  for  which  all  the  Lake  boats  were  sold  to  foreign 
governments,  and  books  showing  the  division  of  gross  receipts  into 
commissions,  expenditures,  profits,  and  the  contracts  of  the  Lake 
Torpedo  Boat  Company,  and  all  the  subsidiary  companies  with 
Charles  R.  Flint  and  Hart  O.  Berg. 

Mr.  Lake.  I  prefer  our  counsel  to  answer  in  respect  to  that. 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  now  take  a  recess  uhtil  2.30 
p.  rn. 

The  committee  met  at  2.30  p.  m.,  pursuant  to  adjournment. 
All  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 
The  Chairman.  The  committee  is  ready  to  hear  from  you,  Mr. 
Littleton. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee, 
paraphrasing  the  remarks  of  a  distinguished  lawyer  on  a  great 
occasion,  when  a  modern  mariner  has  been  engaged  for  days  in  a 
tortuous  submarine  voyage  and  for  the  first  time  comes  up  to  the 
surface,  with  his  nostrils  full  of  brine  and  the  flecks  of  foam  about 
his  head,  it  is  natural  to  him  to  look  back  to  the  point  of  his  starting 
and  see  what  course  he  has  been  traveling. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  desire  to  read  the  original  resolution  under 
which  this  investigation  began:  Eg 

Whereas  Mr.  George  L.  Lilley,  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Connecticut, 
cm  his  responsibility  as  a  Member  of  this  House,  before  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
has,  among  other  things,  stated  in  substance  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  of 
New  Jersey,  and  their  predecessors,  the  Holland  Boat  Company,  have  been  engaged 
in  efforts  to  exert  corrupting  influence  on  certain  Members  of  Congress  in  their  legis- 
lative capacities,  and  have  m  fact  exerted  such  corrupting  influence:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  a  committee  of  five  Members  be  appointed  to  investigate  the  charges 
made  by  said  George  L.  Lilley  of  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of  said  company  and 
of  Members  of  Congress  with  respect  to  legislation,  and  that  said  committee  snail  have 
authority  to  send  for  persons  and  papers  and  to  take  testimony  in  Washington,  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  or  elsewhere,  either  before  the  full  committee  or  any  subcommittee 
thereof.  Said  committee  shall  report  as  speedily  as  possible  with  such  recommenda- 
tion, if  any,  as  to  the  committee  snail  seem  meet. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  has  occurred  to  the  committee  through- 
out the  investigation  or  not — it  did  not  occur  to  me  until  in  the  latter 
part  of  these  weeks — but  I  believe  this  is  the  first  occasion  in  which 
Congress  has  attempted  to  empower  a  committee  to  investigate  the 
affairs  of  a  private  corporation.  I  believeit  is  the  first  occasion  in  the 
history  of  investigation  in  which  it  has  been  attempted  to  be  claimed 
that  the  examination  of  a  private  corporation  could  be  made  a  basis 
of  punishment  for  contempt.  Not  that  the  question  is  before  this 
committee  of  contempt  at  all,  but  as  testing  out  the  question  of 
precedent  as  affecting  the  question  of  investigating  a  private  cor- 
poration. If,  for  instance,  we  were  guilty  of  contempt  before  this 
or  any  other  committee,  the  sole  remedy  of  Congress  would  be  that 
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kind  of  punishment  which  the  precedents  and  history  of  Congresaontl 
investigations  show  thev  have  hitherto  administered — that  is,  tkr 
could  reprimand  the  individual  who  refuses  to  obey  their  mandates; 
they  could  imprison  him,  under  some  of  the  precedents,  for  a  failure  to 
obey  that  mandate.  Viewed  in  that  light,  it  presents  a  singular 
question  in  its  final  and  ultimate  devolution,  as  to  what  could  be  done 
with  a  private  corporation  by  way  of  reprimand  or  imprisonment 
in  any  form,  so  as  to  make  the  power  of  compulsion  of  any  force  or 
effect  in  an  investigation  conducted  by  a  committee  of  Congm 
So  that  at  the  outset,  while  I  do  not  lay  any  great  stress  upon  this 
question  here,  the  ultimate  policy  of  Congress  with  reference  to  a 
private  corporation  against  wnom  investijgation  is  conducted  or  against 
whose  affairs  a  committee  of  investigation  is  authorized  would  pre- 
sent a  new  and  singular  question  if  it  were  ever  to  reach  the  point 
where  Congress  would  attempt  to  deal  with  a  corporation  disobeying 
the  order  of  this  committee.  Of  course  it  goes  without  saving  that 
a  corporation  could  not  be  haled  before  the  House;  it  could  not  be 
imprisoned  or  reprimanded ;  no  power  to  fine,  so  far  as  I  have  been 
able  to  find,  has  ever  been  exercised  or  attempted ;  so  that  you  wouH 
present  the  first  instance  in  this  particular  case  of  a  private  corpora- 
tion declining  to  obey  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  produce  books  and 
papers,  and  being  reported  to  the  House  of  Representatives  for 
such  proceedings  as  they  see  fit,  and  the  House  of  Representatrrcs 
remitted  to  one  of  the  two  courses,  of  reprimand  or  confinement  in 
prison — that  is,  leaving  out  of  account  the  prosecution  by  the  civil 
authorities  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Of  course  another  question  is  presented,  but  that  is  rather  antici- 
pating the  issue.  A  corporation  can  scarcely  be  guilty  of  contempt 
m  such  a  matter.  It  may  be  guilty  in  some  cases  of  statutory 
crime,  but  to  harbor  a  contempt,  to  entertain  malice,  to  hare  a 
design  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  or  obstructing  legislation,  to  do 
any  of  the  things  which  would  call  for  the  exercise  of  the  highest 
power  of  the  lower  House  of  Congress,  would  be  scarcely  within  the 
capacity  of  a  private  corporation,  so  that  it  could  be  guilty  of  any- 
thing with  which  Congress  could  deal,  and  it  is  the  only  thing  named 
in  this  resolution.  Its  officers  have  been  upon  the  stand.  Certainly 
they  could  not  be  held  accountable  because  this  corporation  should 
not  bring*  its  books  and  papers.  So  that  is  the  point  of  departure  of 
this  particular  investigation — for  I  have  gone  back  as  far  as  1800  to 
find  if  there  has  ever  been  an  instance  of  a  private  corporation  inres- 
tigated  by  a  committee  of  Congress  or  charged  with  any  offend 
against  Congress  or  of  an  attempt  to  corrupt  Members  of  Congress, 
or  to  do  anything  which  would  entitle  Congress  to  visit  any  penalty 
upon  them  and  find  no  suggestion  that  this  is  not  a  departure  from 
the  ordinary  practice. 

But  in  addition,  this  resolution  does  not  empower  this  committee  to 
do  anything  to  us,  or  to  have  any  dealing  with  us,  except  in  so  far  as  our 
conduct  has  affected  or  touched  the  lower  House  of  Congress.  In 
other  words,  I  do  not  care  how  unwise  the  conduct  of  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  has  been,  how  much  of  a  stench  it  may  have  been  in 
the  nostrils  of  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut,  how  disagreeable  it 
may  be  in  its  environment,  how  reprehensible  it  may  stand  out  among 
other  corporations  in  New  Jersey,  I  do  not  care  how  sharply  it  may  I* 
criticised  or  how  improper  its  conduct  may  be,  unless  that  conduct, 
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corrupt,  reprehensible,  indefensible,  has  reached  the  point  of  affecting 
or  attempting  to  affect  some  Member  of  Congress,  neither  Congress  nor 
this  committee,  in  the  exclusive  tenor  of  legislative  authority  to  which 
it  is  devoted  and  committed  by  the  Constitution,  has  anything  to  do 
with  that  reprehensible  or  corrupt  conduct.  So  that  in  the  analysis 
of  this  resolution  we  are  to  say  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  is 
involved  in  this  investigation,  not  because  on  its  face  the  resolution 
was  an  attempt  to  investigate  the  boat  company,  not  because  in  the 
preamble  to  tne  resolution  there  is  a  charge  that  we  have  been  guilty 
of  exerting  improper  influences  or  in  fact  did  exert  improper  influences, 
not  because  in  tne  Committee  on  Rules  Representative  Lilley  has 
charged  us  and  said  we  had  committed  more  corruption  than  any 
other  corporation  on  earth — none  of  these  things  bring  us  within  the 
range  of  your  authority  or  within  the  purview  of  your  official  criticism, 
nor  bring  us  within  the  -reach  of  your  jurisdiction,  unless  at  some 
point  of  the  corrupt  and  reprehensible  conduct  it  has  touched  and  con- 
taminated or  rendered  impure  or  attempted  to  render  impure  the 
fountain  of  legislation,  of  which  you  are  now  the  protecting  arm  in 
conducting  this  investigation. 

Standing,  then,  with  that  limitation  naturally  fixed  upon  your 
powers  to  investigate  this  corporation,  there  is  one  other  that  ought 
to  be  stated  so  that  we  may  get  the  definition  of  this  question  down 
to  its  natural,  proper  basis.  You  are  not  particularly,  nor  is  Con- 
gress to-day  empowered,  as  I  understand,  or  authorized,  to  conduct 
an  investigation  of  anything  else  except  the  reprehensible  conduct 
upon  our  part,  or  upon  the  part  of  our  company,  which  has  touched 
at  some  point  and  contaminated,  or  attempted  to  contaminate  at 
some  point,  this  particular  Congress.  You  would  not  be  held  to  take 
over  as  a  heritage  the  corruption  of  ancient  Congresses,  if  there  be 
such.  You  can  not  set  up  a  standard  for  succeeding  Congresses. 
This  Congress  lives  its  biennial  existence  and  passes  away.  Its  mem- 
bership begins  at  its  beginning  and  ends  at  its  ending  so  far  as  its 
official,  concerted  action  is  concerned.  In  old  times  it  was  once  held 
you  might  punish  a  witness  beyond  the  day  when  your  term  ad- 
journed; although  there  was  a  case  of  that  sort,  it  was  overruled, 
and  is  not  held  to  be  authority  any  longer.  Witness  the  fact  that 
your  official  life,  this  particular  Congress's  official  life,  began  with  the 
opening  of  your  Congress  and  ends  officially  with  the  adjournment 
or  your  Congress  at  the  end  of  this  particular  session.  You  can  not, 
for  instance,  undertake  to  say  whether  some  Member  not  now  in 
Congress  was  guilty  of  corruption  brought  about  by  the  Electric  Boat 
Company.  If  there  be  a  Member  of  Congress  now  who  was  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  before  this  particular  Congress  came  in,  this  com- 
mittee as  an  arm  of  the  House  can  not  set  itself  up  to  try  the  mis- 
conduct of  that  particular  Member  of  the  ancient,  anterior  Congress, 
because,  as  I  understand  the  authorities  to  which  I  will  call  the  atten- 
tion of  the  committee  a  little  later,  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that 
Congress  can  deal  only  with  the  corruption,  misconduct,  or  con- 
tempts of  or  against  its  Members  as  it  then  exists. 

If  I  am  right  in  that  proposition,  then  we  have  that  limitation  fixed 
upon  this  resolution.  This  committee  is  intent  upon  ascertaining,  so 
far  as  our  side  of  it  is  concerned,  whether  the  corporation,  known  as 
the  Electric  Boat  Company,  has  been  guilty  of  corrupting  or  attempt- 
ing to  corrupt  Members  of  this  Congress.     And  upon  this  point  it  is 
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entitled  to  go,  regardless  of  the  strict  limitations  of  court  trials,  intotk 
•  fullest  investigation  and  the  widest  research  for  any  fact  or  cinrus- 
stance  which  will  tend  to  establish,  not  with  the  convincing  force d 
legal  principles,  nor  with  the  sufficiency  which  a  court  of  justice  in  tig 
ordinary  an  ministration  of  the  law  would  require,  but  sufficient  to 
convince  the  body  to  which  you  shall  report,  so  that  it  may  be  able  to 
say,  "Has  any  Member  of  this  body  done  anything  that  requires  is 
to  exercise  our  authority  either  of  reprimand  or  expulsion;  oristfe 
Electric  Boat  Company  a  fit  subject  for  any  such  punishment  ?    Hasit 
been  guilty  of  conduct  in  such  manner  and  under  such  circumstances 
and  with  such  emphasis  and  in  such  contaminating  fashion  as  to 
deserve  it?    Has  it  been  guiltv  of  a  contempt  of  our  great  body  so  is 
to  require  us  to  administer  such  punishment  as  we  may  for  that  end!" 
I  submit  that  these  particular  limitations,  ought  to  be  considered  at 
the  outset  of  this  particular  resolution. 

I  wTant  to  call  your  attention  to  another  document  which  I  think 
belongs  in  the  argument  at  this  particular  point.  Mr.  Rice,  the  pres- 
dent  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  was  served  with  a  subpoena 
duces  tecum  in  which  he  is  commanded  to  produce  before  this  com- 
mittee and  bring  with  him  all  books  of  accounts,  showing  payments 
made  to  attorneys  and  employees  for  wrork  performed  or  to  be  per- 
formed at  Washington  or  in  any  Congressional  district  of  the  United 
States;  also  all  vouchers  covering  expenses  of  that  character;  also  all 
checks,  check  books,  check  stubs,  showing  all  such  checks  issued  for 
such  employment;  also  all  vouchers  and  memoranda  showring  pay- 
ments to  Elihu  B.  Frost  for  expenses  of  every  kind  and  character  at 
Washington  or  elsewhere  in  promoting  the  legislative  enactment  ot 
appropriations  and  for  the  procurement  of  contracts;  all  books,  rec- 
oras,  vouchers,  checks,  or  check  stubs,  drafts,  or  other  evidences  of 
any  money  contributed  by  Isaac  L.  Rice  personally  to  the  campaign 
fund  of  any  political  party  in  the  United  States;  also  certified  fist  of 
all  stockholders  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  at  the  present  time; 
also  certified  list  of  all  stockholders  of  the  Holland  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  as  well  as  those  wTho  have  ever  at  any  time  owned  or  held 
stock  of  either  of  these  companies. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  desire  at  this  point  to  place  this  objection  in 
connection  with  this  subpoena,  which  I  think  I  will  not  be  considered 
hypercritical  in  making  before  the  committee.  And  that  is  that  the 
first  paragraph  of  the  subpoena  calls  upon  us  to  produce  all  books  d 
account  showing  payments  made  to  attorneys  for  work  performed, 
or  to  be  performed,  at  Washington  or  in  any  Congressional  district 
of  the  United  States.  I  challenge  the  right  of  the  committee,  I 
challenge  the  validity  of  the  subpoena  that  makes  such  a  sweepiiE 
and  wholesale  demand  upon  this  company — for  every  contract  with 
every  counsel  that  it  has  in  the  United  States — and  that  is  what  it 
means.  I  challenge  it  upon  the  record,  as  I  understand  to  be  ^ 
basis  for  this  particular  argument.  I  challenge  it  upon  the  showing 
made  by  the  prosecutor,  notwithstanding  the  declaration  of  Mr- 
Lilley  that  he  is  not  the  prosecutor.  I  challenge  it  upon  any  and  all 
the  statements  that  are  m  this  record;  that  the  power  of  the  com- 
mittee and  the  validity  of  the  subpoena  can  not  be  sustained  # 
calling  upon  us  with  the  wide  and  sweeping  claim  that  we  produce 
all  of  our  books,  all  of  our  papers,  showing  all  of  our  contracts,  regard- 
less of  wThether  they  were  professional  or  unprofessional,  regardleff 
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of  whether  they -show  proof  of  guilt  or  innocence,  regardless  of  whether 
they  bear  upon  this  investigation  or  not  in  any  of  the  Congressional 
districts  in  the  United  States.  I  give  my  learned  friend,  Senator 
Thurston,  credit  for  this.  He  was  not  modest  when  he  drew  this 
subpoena  for  Representative  Lilley;  and  while  he  might  not  have 
been  possessed  of  the  ability  to  provide  all  the  requisites  of  the 
subpoena  duces  tecum,  he  manifested  those  characteristics  which  have 
been  more  or  less  manifest  in  Mr.  Lilley  and  our  friends  in  the  prose- 
cution. I  challenge  also  the  requirement  for  the  production  of  all 
checks,  check  books,  check  stubs,  showing  all  such  checks  issued  for 
such  employment. 

The  next  is  a  separate  and  distinct  one,  and  I  desire  to  challenge 
it:  "Also  all  vouchers  and  memoranda  showing  payments  to  Elihu 
B.  Frost  for  expenses  of  every  kind  and  character  at  Wasliington  or 
elsewhere."  That  means  anywhere  in  all  the  earth  that  Frost,  in 
his  ramifications,  either  by  cable  or  in  person,  may  have  reached  in 
promoting  the  interest  of  legislative  enactment  of  appropriations 
and  for  the  procurement  of  contracts.  It  is  in  evidence  here  upon 
this  record  that  wre  have  procured  contracts  from  Holland,  some  with 
Russia,  some  with  Japan,  and  we  are  identified  with  the  Vickers- 
Maxim  Company,  who  produce  the  submarine  boats  in  England;  this 
subpoena  calls  upon  us  to  show  what  Frost's  expenses  nave  been 
anywhere,  of  every  kind  and  character,  in  the  procurement  of  these 
contracts  and  the  promotion  of  any  kind  of  legislation,  at  home  or 
abroad,  innocent  or  corrupt,  fraudulent  or  fair.  Now,  as  against 
that  demand  you  have  the  declaration  by  Mr.  Frost,  after  a  search- 
ing examination,  that  no  money  was  expended  by  him  at  any  time, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  improperly  or  otherwise,  to  secure  a 
legislative  enactment  or  to  bring  it  about  or  to  bear  upon  or  pro- 
duce or  superinduce  it;  we  have  all  that  here  in  evidence.  I  chal- 
lenge the  scope  and  width  and  breadth  of  that  particular  demand, 
and  I  shall  challenge  it  under  authority  to  which  I  shall  call  the  atten- 
tion of  the  committee  hereafter:  "All  books,  records,  vouchers, 
checks,  or  check  stubs,  contributed  by  Isaac  L.  Rice  personally  to 
the  campaign  fund  of  any  political  party  in  the  United  States." 

It  is  not  charged  in  the  charges  made,  nor  is  it  claimed  in  the  evi- 
dence produced,  nor  is  it  one  of  the  usual  things  that  float  around  in 
the  vagueness  and  illogical  region  of  rumor,  that  Mr.  Rice  did  not 
have  the  right  to  contribute  to  a  political  party  in  this  country  at  any 
time.  It  is  not  one  of  the  charges  here  that  his  contribution  to  a 
political  party  either  would,  could,  or  had  effect,  in  the  slightest 
degree,  on  anv  Member  of  Congress  of  this  particular  Congress.  The 
demand  is  idle,  and  it  only  evinces  the  enthusiasm  and  dash  of  my 
distinguished  friend,  Senator  Thurston,  rather  than  his  regard  for  the 
legal  limitations  of  one  of  these  subpoenas.  The  next  demand  is  for 
our  stock  books.  Those  we  have  turned  over  to  the  committee  and 
they  have  them  now  in  their  possession.  I  want  to  challenge  that, 
and  I  desire  to  submit  to  the  committee  the  authorities  which  I 
think  practically  dispose  of  the  question  of  invalidity,  not  the  tech- 
nical invalidity  but  the  substantial  invalidity,  of  a  subpoena  which 
is  so  sweeping. 

In  the  case  of  Hale  v.  Ilenkel,  in  the  201  U.  S.  Rep.,  43,  the  question 
arose  upon  thetefusal  of  Hale — and  my  associate,  Mr.  Lindsay,  tried 
and  prepared  and  presented  the  case  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
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United  States — who  had  been  summoned  before  a  Federal  grand  jury 
in  New  York  State  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  produce  various 
papers  named,  including  "all  understandings,  agreements,  arrange- 
ments or  contracts,  correspondence,  memoranda,  reports  or  accounts 
between  certain  firms"     The  object  of  the  inquiry  was  to  ascertain 
if  there  had  been  a  violation  of  the  antitrust  law.     Hale  appeared 
before  the  grand  jury,  certainly  a  body  at  least  more  diversified  and 
powerful  than  any  committee,  and  being  sworn  declined  to  answer  tie 
questions  or  produce  the  pajjers  called  for — among  other  grounds. 
because  he  was  advised  by  his  counsel  that  he  was  under  no  legal 
obligations  to  produce  anything  called  for  by  the  subpoena.    He  wis 
reported  to  the  court  and  adjudged  to  be  in  contempt.     He  took  oat 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  and  the  question  finally  reached  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.     Among  other  things,  his  counsel  invoked 
the  protection  of  the  fourth  and  fiftn  amendments  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  and  on  the  question  of  the  application  of  the 
fifth  amendment,  the  court  held  that  it  did  not  protect  him. 

It  also  held  that  the  witness  could  not  refuse  to  answer  because 
his  answer  might  incriminate  the  corporation  of  which  he  was  an 
officer;  that  he  might  stand  upon  his  constitutional  rights  as  a  citizen, 
but  that  he  could  not  shelter  the  corporation  by  his  refusing  to 
answer.  The  opinion  proceeded  further  and  discussed  the  right  of 
Hale,  the  respondent  or  relator,  to  protest  against  examination  under 
the  fourth  amendment,  and  that  ought  to  be  enlightening  here. 
The  court  held: 

Although,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  an  officer  of  a 
corporation,  which  is  charged  with  a  violation  of  a  statute  of  the  State  of  its  creation, 
or  of  an  act  of  Congress  passed  in  exercise  of  its  constitutional  powers,  can  not  refuse 
to  produce  the  books  ana  papers  of  such  corporation,  we  do  not  wish  to  be  understood 
as  holding  that  a  corporation  is  not  entitled  to  immunity,  under  the  fourth  amendment, 
against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures.  A  corporation  is,  after  all,  but  an  asso- 
ciation of  individuals  under  an  assumed  name,  ana  with  a  distinct  legal  entity.  1b 
organizing  itself  as  a  collective  body  it  waives  no  constitutional  immunities  appro- 
priate to  such  body.     Its  property  can  not  be  taken  without  compensation. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  an  order  for  the  production  of  books  and  papers  nay 
constitute  an  unreasonable  search  and  seizure  witnin  the  fourth  amendment.  While 
a  search  ordinarily  implies  a  quest  by  an  officer  of  the  law,  and  a  seizure  contemplate! 
a  forcible  dispossession  of  the  owner,  still,  as  was  held  in  the  Boyd  case,  the  substance 
of  the  offense  is  the  compulsory  production  of  private  papers,  whether  under  a  search 
warrant  of  a  subpcena  duces  tecum,  against  which  the  person,  be  he  individual  or 
corporation,  is  entitled  to  protection.  Applying  the  test  of  reasonableness  to  th* 
present  case,  we  think  the  subpoena  duces  tecum  is  far  too  sweeping  in  its  terms  to  be 
regarded  as  reasonable.  It  does  not  require  the  production  of  a  single  contract  or  of 
contracts  with  a  particular  corporation,  or  a  limited  number  of  documents,  but  all 
understandings,  contracts,  or  correspondence  between  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Co., 
and  no  less  than  six  companies,  as  well  as  all  reports  made  and  accounts  rendered  by 
such  companies,  from  the  date  of  the  organization  of  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Co., 
as  well  as  all  letters  received  by  that  company  since  its  organization  from  more  than 
a  dozen  different  companies,  situated  in  seven  different  States  of  the  Union.  Doubt- 
less many,  if  not  all,  of  these  documents  may  be  ultimately  required,  but  some  neces- 
sity should  be  shown,  either  from  an  examination  of  the  witness  orally,  or  from  the 
known  transactions  of  the  companies  with  the  other  companies  implicated,  or  eon* 
evidence  of  their  materiality  produced,  to  justify  an  order  for  the  production  of  such 
a  mass  of  papers.  A  general  subpcena  of  this  description  is  equally  indefensible'aC* 
search  warrant  would  be  if  couched  in  similar  terms.     (201  U.  S.,  75-77. x 

HP  I  desire,  in  conclusion  upon  that  branch  of  the  case,  to  submit  to 
the  committee  this  suggestion:  This  record,  created  under  the  investi- 
gation conducted  by  a  committee  of  limited  power,  ts  the  basis  for 
the  demand  of  these  books.     The  grand  jury's  investigation  of  the 
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MacAndrews-Forbes  Company  with  plenary  powers  substantially  in 
the  investigation  of  crime  was  the  basis  of  tfie  demand  under  the  sub- 
poena duces  tecum  in  that  particular  case.  Even  as  they  were  fortified 
with  the  abundant  authority  of  the  Federal  grand  jury,  which  men 
are  timid  to  dispute  and  which  courts  are  more  or  less  timid  to  attack 
or  to  challenge — I  say  notwithstanding  the  subpoena  in  that  case  was 
vastly  more  specific  and  direct  and  more  to  the  point  than  the  sub- 
poena in  this  case — I  say  in  view  of  the  dissimilarity,  distinctly  and 
Dverwhelmingly  in  our  favor — the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  said  the  subpoena  was  far  too  sweeping  and  broad,  and  consti- 
tuted a  search  warrant  upon  the  property  of  the  MacAndrews-Forbes 
Company,  and  that  it  ougnt  not  to  have  been  sustained  under  any  view 
of  the  protection  afforded  by  the  fourth  amendment.  In  connection 
writh  that  I  wish  to  say  that  the  record  as  it  stands  here,  if  I  recollect  it, 
and  if  I  read  it  correctly,  furnishes  not  even  the  slightest  suggestion 
that  any  books  or  papers  called  for  in  this  subpoena  would  shed  the 
remotest  ray  of  lignt  upon  the  inquiry  which  has  been  so  diligently 
conducted  by  this  committee. 

There  is  not  in  this  record,  nor  has  there  come  from  the  lips  of  a 
3ingle  witness,  a  suggestion,  whether  that  witness  be  adverse  or  in 
some  way  filled  with  a  desire  to  injure  us,  or  has  overcome  a  desire 
to  sustain  us,  or  whether  he  be  an  officer  of  the  company  attacking 
us  itself,  there  has  not  been  a  single  witness  who  testified  who  cave 
this  committee  the  slightest  indication  or  information  that  anything 
in  these  books  would  shed  the  slightest  light  upon  the  question 
involved  in  this  case.  If  the  Federal  grand  jury  of  New  York,  that 
has  abundant  authority  for  the  investigation  of  crime,  was  not  war- 
ranted in  demanding  the  books  and  papers  in  the  MacAndrews- 
Forbes  Company  because  no  basis  had  been  laid,  no  evidence  had  been 
Ejiven  to  show  the  materiality  of  these  things,  how  is  this  committee,  act- 
ing as  the  representative  of  Congress,  entitled,  under  this  record  which 
is  barren  of  any  suggestion  of  that  sort,  to  ask  of  us  that  we  come  and  lay 
our  books  upon  the  table  ?  Not  only,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen, 
has  there  been  no  evidence  to  suggest  this;  not  only  do  the  charges, 
at  the  outset  of  this  matter  before  the  Committee  on  Rules,  boldly 
proclaim  that  an  examination  of  our  books  and  papers  will  reveal 
gross  corruption  running  loose  and  rioting  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives; not  oijly  was  the  imputation  cast  upon  us,  but  as  a  private 
corporation,  soulless  and  bodiless,  we  are  bound  to  endure  the  impli- 
cation cast  upon  Congress  in  a  va^ue,  insidious,  far-reaching  manner; 
in  the  face  of  all  these  charges,  in  the  weeks  of  this  investigation, 
there  has  not  been  one  witness,  not  one,  who  testified,  who  gave  the 
slightest  suggestion,  that  this  boat  company,  which  had  been  such 
an  offensive  stench  in  the  nostrils  of  gentlemen  from  certain  quarters, 
that  this  boat  company  had  ever  attempted,  directly  or  indirectly, 
even  to  visit  a  Member  of  Congress,  much  less  to  contaminate  or 
corrupt  him. 

You  went  further  than  that.  You  did  not  say,  as  you  might 
have  said  at  the  outset,  as  I  believe  as  a  lawyer  you  had  a  right 
to  say,  "I  demand  that  you  shall  give  some  evidence  upon  those 
charges  before  we  go  out  and  search  for  books  and  papers. "  You  did 
not  do  that.  You  gave  it  the  broadest  and  widest  and  most  commend- 
able latitude — as  naturallv  under  the  circumstances  you  would 
do — and  the  man  who  made  these  charges  also  .came,  you  examined 
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him  at  length,  you  called  the  witnesses  he  asked  to  be  called,  r-s 
called  our  oflicers  from  their  oflices;  they  came,  subordinate 
chief,  our  employees,  our  lawyers — every  man  came  and  sat  here* 
this  table — ouestion  after  question,  originating  in  the  minds  of  lb 
committee,  devised  by  their  ingenuity,  dictated  by  their  judging 
questions  originating  in  the  activity  and  energy  "of  the  gentlem* 
from  Connecticut,  questions  originally  having  been  in  the  stong* 
house  of  the  other  company,  wluch  came  in  frozen  up  in  type, mi 
looking  perfectly  respectable,  fell  upon  this  table  to  be  propounded 
to  our  oflicers.  You  not  only  asked  them  those  questions,  of  e*fc 
and  all  our  oflicers,  but  before  they  went  away  the  committee  accepad 
secondary  evidence  from  our  oflicers  upon  Questions  dictated  by  thf 
other  side.  They  asked  if  there  was  anything  in  their  books  *at 
papers  anywhere,  any  book  or  paper  that  would  show  that  tii 
company  had  done  anything  to  intimidate  or  corrupt  members i 
Congress,  and  the  answer  came  from  every  person  upon  this  sUD^ 
"No!"  You  asked  Mr.  Rice,  "Did  you  contribute  to  the  campaigi 
fund?  No.  Did  you  ever  attempt  to  give  any  member  of  Congres 
anything,  directly  or  indirectly?  No.  Did  your  company  do  at 
No.  Mr.  Barneti,  did  you?  Ko.  Frost,  did  you?  No.  Spear- 
Johnson — any  man  in  the  company?  No."  The  proof  stands upHj 
this  record  here  irrefutably  that  the  very  thing  which  Senator  Thins- 
ton  dictated  into  the  mouth  of  Representative  Lilley,  and  wetf; 
from  there  embodied  in  this  subpoena,  the  very  thing  for  which  th?T| 
called,  and  the  very  witnesses  which  they  have  asked  you  to  «4 
have  testified  to  everything  that  is  demanded  by  tHe  subpca* 
itself. 

Now,  then,  how  much  stronger  is  this  than  the  case  of  Hake 
Henkel  ?  As  far  as  the  record  in  that  case  is  concerned,  the  contrae 
might  show  a  violation  of  the  antitrust  law,  but  you  can  not  & 
wildly  searching  around ;  even  the  grand  jury  can  not  do  that.  Tk 
property  of  an  individual  is  a  sacred  thing.  The  property  of  a  cor- 
poration, unpopular  though  it  may  be,  denounced  though  it  may 
te,  is  a  sacred  thing. 

And  on  that  head  and  in  this  connection  I  want  to  call  the  com- 
mittee's attention  to  what  may  be  called  the  fountain  head  of  author- 
ity upon  the  question  of  books  and  papers.  This  case  I  refer  to,  oa 
the  production  of  books  and  papers,  was  decided  by  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice Camden  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Entick  v.  Carrington  (19  How. 
St.  Tr.,  1029).  It  is  the  source  of  American  law  upon  the  question 
of  the  right  of  companies  or  individuals  to  the  privacy  of  their  own 
papers  unless  that  right  has  been  supervened  by  some  great  public 
necessity,  which,  in  the  legislative  judgment  of  the  country,  is  allowed 
to  override  any  interests  of  the  person.  An  account  or  this  f«* 
was  first  given  by  May  in  his  work  on  the  Constitutional  History  of 
England,  and  his  account  is  as  graphic  as  you  would  have  it.  He 
first  describes  the  embarrassment  in  which  Lord  Halifax  found  hiifr 
self  upon  the  publication  of  No.  45  of  the  North  Briton.  I  rew 
from  the  brief  prepared  by  Mr.  Lindsay  and  Mr.  Nicholl  in  the  o* 
of  Hale  v.  Henkel.     Said  Mr.  May: 

There  was  a  libel;  but  who  was  libeller,  ministers  knew  not,  nor  waited  to  top? 
after  the  accustomed  forms  of  law;  but  forthwith  Lord  Halifax,  one  of  the  secret**8 1 
of  state,  issued  a  warrant  directing  four  messengers,  taking  with  them  a  cofflwfc 
to  search  for  the  authors,  printers,  and  publishers,  and  to  apprehend  and  seize  titf* 
together  with  their  papers,  and  bring  them  in  safe  custody  oefore  him,  no  one  tak- 
ing been  charged  or  even  suspected — no  evidence  of  crime  having  been  offered. 
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No  one  was  named  in  this  dread  instrument.  The  offense  only  was  pointed  at,  not 
the  offender.  The  magistrate  who  should  have  sought  proofs  of  crime  deputed  this 
office  to  his  messengers.  Armed  with  their  roving  commission  they  set  fortn  in  quest 
of  unknown  offenders;  and,  unable  to  take  evidence,  listened  to  rumors,  idle  tales, 
and  curious  guesses. 

They  held  in  their  hands  the  liberty  of  every  man  whom  they  were  pleased  to  sus- 
pect. Nor  were  they  triflers  in  their  work.  In  three  days  they  arrested  no  less  than 
49  persons  on  suspicion — many  as  innocent  as  Lord  Halifax  himself.  Among  them 
was  Dryden  Leach,  a  printer,  whom  they  took  from  his  bed  at  night.  They  seized  his 
papers,  and  even  apprehended  his  journeymen  and  servants.  He  had  printed  one 
number  of  the  "North  Briton,"  and  was  then  reprinting  some  other  numbers;  but  as 
he  happened  not  to  have  printed  No.  45,  he  was  released  without  being  brought  before 
Lord  Halifax.  They  succeeded,  however,  in  arresting  Kearsley,  the  publisher,  and 
Balfe,  the  printer  of  the  obnoxious  number,  with  all  their  workmen.  From  them  it 
was  discovered  that  Wilkes  was  the  culprit  of  whom  they  were  in  search:  but  the  evi- 
dence was  not  on  oath,  and  the  messengers  received  verbal  directions  to  apprehend 
Wilkes  under  the  general  warrant.  Wilkes,  far  keener  than  the  crown  lawyers,  not 
seeing  his  own  name  there,  declared  it  "a  ridiculous  Warrant  against  the  whole  English 
nation, ' '  and  refused  to  obey  it.  But  after  being  in  custody  of  the  messengers  for  some 
hours  in  his  own  house,  he  was  taken  away  in  a  chair,  to  appear  before  the  secretary  of 
state. 

No  sooner  had  he  been  removed  than  the  messengers,  returning  to  his  house,  pro- 
ceeded to  ransack  his  drawers  and  carried  off  all  his  private  papers,  including  even  his 
will  and  pocketbook.  When  brought  into  the  presence  of  Lord  Halifax  and  Lord 
Egremont,  questions  were  put  to  Wilkes  which  he  refused  to  answer;  whereupon  he 
was  committed  close  prisoner  to  the  Tower,  denied  the  use  of  pen  and  paper,  ana  inter- 
dicted from  receiving  the  visits  of  his  friends,  or  even  of  his  professional  advisers. 

•  The  distinction  between  the  methods  employed  against  the  appel- 
lant and  those  adopted  against  the  victims  of  Lord  Halifax's  wrath 
is,  however,  that  there  there  was  a  libel,  whereas  here  there  is  not  even 
a  charge  of  crime,  or  anything  more  than  speculation  that  perhaps 
some  crime  may  be  discovered.  In  all  other  particulars  the  cases  are 
identical  from  a  legal  standpoint  so  far  as  tne  personal  restraint  of 
individuals  is  concerned — arrest  and  imprisonment  under  a  warrant, 
and  the  restraint  and  invasion  of  the  right  of  privacy  imposed  by  a 
subpoena  being  equally  a  deprivation  of  liberty.  The  only  other 
difference  is  that  Lord  Halif ax's  messengers  actually  searched  for  and 
seized  papers,  whereas  here  the  courts  order  merely  gave  the  peti- 
tioher  the  choice  of  producing  them  forthwith  or  submitting  to 
imprisonment  until  he  did. 

Wilkes  questioned  the  legality  of  these  general  warrants  and  carried 
the  matter  to  the  courts,  with  the  result  that  in  1765  Lord  Camden's 
famous  decision  wa&  rendered  declaring  the  warrants  illegal  and  void. 
Of  this  decision  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  said  in  the  Boyd  case  (116  U.  S., 
616,626-627): 

As  every  American  statesman  during  our  Revolutionary  and  formative  period  as  a 
nation  was  undoubtedly  familiar  with  this  monument  of  English  freedom  and  con- 
sidered it  as  the  true  and  ultimate  expression  of  constitutional  law,  it  may  be  confi- 
dently asserted  that  its  propositions  were  in  the  minds  of  those  who  framed  the  fourth 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  and  were  considered  as  sufficiently  explanatory  of 
what  was  meant  by  unreasonable  searches  and  seizure. 

The  broad  principle  laid  down  in  Lord  Camden's  opinion  was  that  what  is  not  to  be 
found  in  the  books  is  not  law  and,  therefore,  that  every  invasion  of  private  property  is 
a  trespass  and  must  be  justified  or  excused  by  some  positive  law. 

After  describing  the  power  claimed  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for  issuing  general 
warrants  and  the  manner  in  which  they  were  executed,  Lord  Camden  said: 

"Such  is  the  power  and,  therefore,  one  should  naturally  expect  that  the  law  to 
warrant  it  shoula  be  clear  in  proportion,  as  the  power  is  exorbitant.  If  it  is  law,  it 
will  be  found  in  our  books;  if  it  is  not  to  be  found  there,  it  is  not  law. 

"The  great  end  for  which  men  entered  into  society  was  to  secure  their  property. 
That  right  is  preserved  sacred  and  incommunicable  in  all  instances  where  it  has  not 
been  taken  away  or  abridged  by  some  public  law  for  the  good  of  the  whole.    The 
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cases  where  this  right  of  property  is  set  aside  by  positive  law  are  various, 
executions,  forfeitures,  taxes,  etc.,  are  all  of  this  description,  wherein  every  a 
common  consent  gives  up  that  right  for  the  sake  of  justice  and  the  general  £»i  in  i 
the  laws  of  England  every  invasion  of  private  property,  be  it  ever  so  nunste. ijfl | 
trespass.  No  man  can  set  his  foot  upon  my  ground  without  my  license,  bat  ht'if 
liable  to  an  action  though  the  damage  be  nothing,  which  is  proved  b v  every  dedan&a 
in  trespass  where  the  defendant  is  called  upon  to  answer  for  bruising  the  ptsr 
even  treading  upon  the  soil.  If  he  admits  the  fact,  he  is  bound  to  show,  by  wit 
justification,  that  some  positive  law  has  empowered  or  excused  him.  The  joaiaa; 
tion  is  submitted  to  the  judges,  who  are  to  look  into  the  books  and  see  if  suchijai 
fication  can  be  maintained  Ly  the  text  of  the  statute  law  or  by  the  principles  of  4i 
common  law.  If  no  such  excuse  can  be  found  or  produced,  the  silence  of  the  bock] 
is  an  authority  against  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  must  have  judgment-  Accai 
ing  to  this  reasoning,  it  is  now  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  show  the  Uv  ^ 
which  this  seizure  is  warranted.     If  that  can  not  be  done,  it  is  a  trespass. 

"  Papers  are  the  owner's  goods  and  chattels;  they  are  his  dearest  property;  and* 
so  far  from  enduring  a  seizure  that  they  will  hardly  bear  an  inspection;  and  though 
eye  can  not  by  the  laws  of  England  be  guilty  -of  a  trespass,  yet  where  private  piffi 
are  removed  and  carried  away,  the  secret  nature  of  those  goods  will  be  an  aggnyH* 
of  the  trespass,  and  demand  more  considerable  damage  in  that  respect.  Where  is  tk 
written  law  that  ^i  ves  any  magistrate  such  a  power?  I  can  safely  answer  there  is  neat 
and  therefore  it  is  too  much  for  us,  without  such  authority,  to  pronounce  a  paffi* 
legal  which  would  be  subversive  of  all  the  comforts  of  society. 

"But  though  it  can  not  be  maintained  by  any  direct  law,  yet  it  bears  a  resemttat 
as  was  urged,  to  the  known  case  of  searchjuid  seizure  for  stolen  goods.  I  ansygte 
the  difference  is  apparent.  In  the  one  I  am  permitted  to  seize  my  own  goods,  wte* 
are  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  public  officer  till  the  felon's  conviction  shall  entitle  h** 
restitution.  In  the  other,  the  party's  own  property  is  seized  before  and  withoflifl* 
viction,  and  he  has  no  power  to  reclaim  his  goods,  even  after  his  innocence  is  dedans*1 
by  acquittal. 

"  The  case  for  searching  for  stolen  goods  crept  into  the  law  by  imperceptible  P1**** 
It  is  the  only  case  of  the  kind  that  is  to  be  met  with.  No  less  a  person  than  Lord  Cm* 
denied  its  legality  (4  Inst.,  176);  and  therefore  if  the  two  cases  resembled  eachotba 
more  than  they  do,  we  have  no  right,  without  an  act  of  Parliament,  to  adopt  a  newp& 
tice  in  the  criminal  law,  which  was  never  yet  allowed  from  all  antiquity.  Obeenfc 
too,  the  caution  with  which  the  law  proceeds  in  this  singular  case.  There  most  * 
a  full  charge  upon  oath  of  a  theft  committed.  The  owner  must  swear  that  ihe&& 
are  lodged  in  such  a  place.  He  must  attend  at  the  execution  of  the  warrant,  to  aba* 
them  to  the  officer,  who  must  see  that  they  answer  the  description. 

"If  it  should  be  said  that  the  same  law  which  has  with  so  much  circwnspectu* 
guarded  the  case  of  stolen  goods  from  mischief,  would  likewise  in  this  case  prc«d 
the  subject  by  adding  proper  checks;  would  require  proofs  beforehand:  would  <& 
up  the  servant  to  stand  oy  and  overlook;  would  require  him  to  take  an  exact flittf" 
tory  and  deliver  a  copy;  my  answer  is  that  all  these  precautions  would  have  bees 
long  since  established  by  law,  if  the  power  itself  had  been  legal;  and  that  the  w 
of  them  is  an  undeniable  argument  against  the  legality  of  the  thing." 

After  showing  that  these  general  warrants  for  search  and  seizurf 
of  papers  had  their  origin  in  the  court  of  star  chamber,  and  &*? 
had  any  advocates  in  the  common  law  courts  except  Chief  Justks 
Scroggs  and  his  associate,  Lord  Camden  adds:  j 

Lastly,  it  is  urged  as  an  argument  of  utility  that  such  a  search  is  a  means  of  dete* 
ing  offenders  by  discovering  evidence.     I  wish  some  cases  had  been  shown  i"*18  i 
the  law  forceth  evidence  out  of  the  owner's  custody  by  process.    There  is  no  proee*  J 
against  papers  in  civil  causes.     It  has  been  often  tried,  but  never  prevailed.  ^*T- 
where  the  adversary  has  by  force  or  fraud  got  possession  of  your  own  proper  evident  ! 
there  is  no  way  to  get  it  back  by  action.     In  the  criminal  law  such  a  proceeding  «*  j 
never  heard  of;  and  yet  there  are  some  crimes,  such,  for  instance,  as  murder,  »pe»  j 
robbery,  and  house  breaking — to  say  nothing  of  forgery  and  perjury — that  are  Jn<**   , 
atrocious  than  libeling.     But  our  law  has  provided  no  paper  search  in  thc9e  c*ss£   j 
help  forward  the  conviction.     Whether  this  proceedetn  from  the  gentleness  oi  tl* 
law  toward  criminals,  or  from  a  consideration  that  such  a  power  would  be  more  P?"   J 
nicious  to  the  innocent  than  useful  to  the  public,  I  will  not  say,     It  is  very  cert*"1   (] 
that  the  law  obligeth  no  man  to  accuse  himself;  because  the  necessary  means  of  conv 
pelling  self-accusation,  falling  upon  the  innocent  as  well  as  the  guilty,  would  be bott 
cruel  and  unjust;  and  it  would  seem  that  search  for  evidence  is  disallowed  upon"* 
same  principle.    There,  too,  the  innocent  would  be  confounded  with  the  guilty. 
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Lord  Camden  concluded  thus: 

I  have  taken  notice  of  everything  that  has  been  urged  upon  the  present  point; 
and  upon  the  whole  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  warrant  to  seize  and  carry  away 
the  party's  papers  in  the  case  of  a  seditious  libel  is  illegal  and  void. 

Said  Justice  Bradley,  after  quoting  the  foregoing  extracts  from 
Lord  Camden's  opinion  (116  U.  S.,  616,  630) : 

The  principles  laid  down  in  this  opinion  affect  the  very  essence  of  constitutional 
liberty  and  security.  They  reach  further  than  the  concrete  form  of  the  case  then 
before  the  court,  with  its  adventitious  circumstances;  they  apply  to  all  invasions 
ttpon  the  part  of  the  Government  and  its  employees  of  the  sanctity  of  a  man's  home 
and  the  privacies  of  life.  It  is  not  the  breaking  of  his  doors  and  the  rummaging  of 
his  drawers  that  constitute  the  essence  of  the  offense;  it  is  the  invasion  of  his  inde- 
feasible right  of  personal  security,  personal  liberty,  and  private  property,  where 
that  right  has  been  forfeited  by  his  conviction  of  some  public  offense — it  is  the  inva- 
sion of  this  sacred  right  which  underlies  and  constitutes  the  essence  of  Lord  Camden's 
judgment.  Breaking  into  a  house  and  opening  boxes  and  drawers  are  circumstances 
>f  aggravation;  but  any  forcible  and  compulsory  extortion  of  a  man's  own  testimony 
>r  oihis  private  papers  to  be  used  as  evidence  to  convict  him  of  crime  or  to  forfeit 
lis  goods  is  within  the  condemnation  of  that  judgment.  And  this  regard  the  fourth 
ind  fifth  amendments  run  almost  into  each  other. 

The  fourth  amendment  is  as  follows: 

The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secured  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects 
igainst  unreasonable  searches  and  seizure  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall 
ssue  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly 
lescribing  the  place  to  be  searched  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be  seized. 

In  the  Lester  case  (77  Georgia,  143),  from  which  we  quoted  under 
i  previous  point,  the  supreme  court  of  Georgia  said: 

It  is  the  right  of  any  citizen  or  individual  of  lawful  age  to  come  forward  and  prose- 
ute  for  offenses  against  the  State,  or  when  he  does  not  wish  to  become  the  prosecutor, 
le  may  give  information  of  the  fact  to  the  grand  jury,  or  any  member  of  the  body, 
nd  in  either  case  it  will  become  their  duty  to  investigate  the  matter  thus  communi- 
ated  to  them,  or  made  known  to  one  of  them,  whose  obligation  it  would  be  to  lay  his 
nformation  before  that  body.  This,  however,  differs  widely  from  forcing  a  person 
o  reveal  his  knowledge  to  the  inquest.  The  latter  process  is  in  the  nature  of  an  unlaw- 
iil  search,  against  which  citizens  are  protected  by  constitutional  provision.  Neither 
ouses,  nor  desks,  nor  secretaries,  nor  other  places  of  deposit  can  by  such  general  pro- 
eedings  be  opened  and  rifled  of  their  contents  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  grand 
ary  to  find  out  whether  a  crime  had  been  committed,  with  a  view  of  presenting  it. 
reneral  warrants,  issued  for  accomplishing  such  a  purpose,  are  absolutely  void,  and 
dll  afford  no  protection  to  any  officer  or  party  engaged  in  their  execution,  when 
Billed  upon  to  answer  for  an  invasion  of  personal  rights  under  such  circumstances. 

The  case  of  Hartranft  in  Pennsylvania  is  another  case  bearing 
pon  the  same  question. 

Now.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  these  are  broad  indications 
f  the  fundamental  policy  of  our  Government  in  regard  to  the  private 
ights  or  the  rights  of  privacy  of  a  corporation  or  an  individual. 
ve  have  seen  that  as  a  corporation  we  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
lie  -fourth  amendment.  The  Supreme  Court,  withdrawing  the 
tielter  of  the  fifth  amendment,  has  extended  the  shelter  of  the  fourth 
mendment.  We  have  seen  that  we  ate  entitled,  if  we  are  called 
it©  court  or  before  the  public,  to  have  a  specific  designation  of  the 
tiings  which  we  must  produce,  and  that  tnose  things  must  bear  a 
alation  to  the  investigation  which  that  public  body  is  conducting 
)  as  to  make  them  material  and  pertinent  to  the  inquiry.  We 
ave  seen  that  a  Federal  grand  jury  may  not  do  it,  with  all  their 
over,  unless  that  pertinency  and  materiality  is  manifest  from  the 
scord,  and  now  we  say,  although  we  are  but  a  private  corporation, 
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an  association  of  individuals  transacting  business  under  a  coi 
entity,  as  pointed  out  in  the  elegant  and  pointed  language  ol 
Camden  in  the  famous  case  I  have  referred  to,  and  followed  k 
language  of  the  distinguished  Justice  Bradley,  of  the  Supreme  I 
of  the  United  States,  which  is  now  the  fundamental  law  of 
country,  we  insist  that  unless  this  record  shows  that  these 
to  which  this  subpoena  is  directed  will  establish  that  your  coll 
the  Members  in  Congress,  have  been  contaminated  or  attempted^ 
be  contaminated  by  this  corporation  which  we  represent,  unless  ' 
record  shows  it — and  I  challenge  any  gentleman  to  find  anything; 
the  record  that  will  show  it — we  say  that  the  demand  upon  us, 
though  the  subpcena  were  valid  upon  its  face,  would  be  an  imprej 
and  unjust  and  unconstitutional  demand.  I  differ  only  from  I 
friend  from  Connecticut,  Mr.  Brown,  in  the  presentation  of  our  a 
of  the  case  as  against  his  presentation  in  this  particular:  CoDgfl 
may  do  as  it  likes  with  its  Members.  The  law  is  plain  in  sectfifl 
of  the  Constitution,  and  it  is  only  under  that  section  of  the  cooA 
tutional  provision  for  this  sort  of  investigations.  It  is  perfed 
clear  under  section  5  of  article  1,  which  says: 

Each  House  shall  be  the  judge  of  the  elections,  returns,  and  qualifications  of  it* * 
Members,  and  a  majority  of  each  shall  constitute  a  quorum  to  ao  business. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  like  to  interrupt  you  a  moment.  Is  no* 
Member  of  Congress  as  much  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  fottf 
and  fifth  amendment  as  anybody  else,  and  no  matter  what  the  po* 
of  Congress  may  be,  would  not  it  be  an  abuse  of  power  to  deny  hi 
what  is  given  ordinarily  to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  think  unquestionably  if  Congress  did  twH 
either  the  fourth  or  fifth  amendment  in  dealing  with  a  Member  th 
would  violate  it,  and  they  would  be  guilty  of  violating  it.  I  * 
saying  that  the  difference  between  your  position  and  mine  is,  th 
while  we  carry  all  the  burdens  of  a  private  corporation  and  mivl 
charged  to  have  all  the  grasping  instincts  which  trade  can  dicta* 
we  also  enjoy  the  immunity  of  a  private  concern;  we  do  not  co* 
under  the  provision  that  CSongress  may  investigate  us  just  becatj 
we  are  reprehensible  and  corrupt  in  our  own  affairs,  or  di 
or  grasping.  It  makes  no  difference  to  you  or  to  us  or  to 
if  we  are  unpopular,  if  we  have  been  denounced  from  New 
to  Holland  and  back  again,  we  still  enjoy  all  those  privileges 
go  with  the  odium  and  privacy  of  a  private  corporation.  The  pn* 
ciple  which  my  friend  invokes  with  such  ardor  does  not  apply  bs  W 
as  we  are  concerned.  I 

The  power  of  Congress  to  reach  us  is  only  when  we  have  reached 
Congress  or  when  we  have  undertaken  to  touch  and  take  hold  of  Con- 
gress. Even  though  we  have  been  the  beneficiary  of  legishti* 
unless  we  have  undertaken  to  contaminate  and  render  impure  C<*1 
gress  or  the  officers  of  the  Government,  there  is  no  reason  *jm 
Congress  should  inquire  after  our  conduct.  That  comes  up  amon« 
our  own  directors.  The  supreme  power  of  the  lower  House  °f  ^j] 
gress  to  deal  with  its  Members  has  always  been  acknowledged  *W( 
exercised,  with  reference  to  the  protection  of  the  body,  and  the** 
limitation  upon  Congress  in  exercising  that  power  has  been  that  *i*J 
precaution  tnat  it  requires  two-thirds  of  Congress  to  expel  a  Memb* 
That  differentiates  the  position  which  we  occupy  before  the  commit 
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and  which  my  friend  occupies  before  the  committee,  so  far  as  this 
resolution  is  concerned,  that  the  only  concern  this  committee  has  to 
investigate  us  and  to  judge  of  our  rights  as  an  odious  private  corpo- 
ration, if  you  please,  is  by  virtue  of  the  exact  substantial  language  of 
this  resolution.  Whether  the  committee  is  held  to  the  same  rule  in 
reference  to  an  investigation  of  a  Member  of  Congress  I  am  not  able  to 
say.  If  the  lower  House  of  Congress  is  the  judge  of  the  qualifications 
of  its  Members,  and  can  not  be  reviewed,  and  has  only  to  secure  a  two- 
thirds  vote  to  deal  with  it,  I  suppose  they  have  a  right  to  investigate 
when  to  them  it  seems  orderly  and  proper. 

Mr.  Brown.  Are  they  not  bound  to  obey  the  Constitution  in  con- 
ducting inquiries? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  presume  that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
because  they  have  been  vested  with  the  power  to  cleanse  their  own 
body,  are  presumed  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  to  obey  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  to  obey  the  laws  of  the 
country.  And  when  once  they  have  been  vested  with  this  authority 
and  have  acted  upon  it,  they  will  be  presumed  to  have  obeyed  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  for  they  are  the  supreme  arbiters 
of  the  cleanliness  and  wholesomeness  of  their  body.  My  point  is 
that  we  stand  in  a  different  position  before  this  committee — as  to  this 
Electric  Boat  Company,  based  upon  legal  propositions  which  keep 
us  outside  of  the  general  pale  of  the  power  of  Congress — from  that 
of  my  friend  and  his  clients  on  the  otner  side,  and  I  do  not  wish  to 
say  any  more  about  it. 

I  confess  there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  doubt  in  my  mind  about 
the  effect  of  the  Kilbourn  case  as  to  just  how  far  Congress  had  the 
power,  suppose  a  witness  did   refuse  and  you  thought  he  ought  to 

froduce  tnose  things,  how  far  would  you  go.  The  Anderson  case, 
think,  is  the  most  pathetic  in  all  history.  He  had  a  large  claim 
before  Congress  in  the  Claims  Committee,  and  I  do  not  believe  he 
had  any  idea  he  was  going  to  do  anything  wrong  when  he  approached 
Lewis,  I  think  it  was,  and  offered  him  $500  because  Lewis  had  done 
so  much  for  him.  When  the  Speaker  ran  through  that  beautiful 
reprimand  of  his,  the  extreme  and  profound  pathos  with  which  he 
administered  to  this  misguided  old  soul  this  terrible  reprimand  for 
approaching  a  Member  of  Congress  with  an  offer  of  $500  is  worthy 
of  notice.  This  was  the  case  out  of  which  Anderson  v.  Dunn  arose 
in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court;  this  is  the  document  which  I 
desire  to  refer  to  the  committee,  if  they  have  not  examined  or  seen 
a  copy  of  it.  This  is  the  first  case  where  a  man  was  punished  for 
attempting  to  corrupt  a  Member  of  Congress.  They  reprimanded 
him,  and  that  was  tne  extent  of  it.  Anderson  v.  Dunn  was  estab- 
lished as  an  authority,  and  it  ran  along  until  the  case  of  Kilbourn  v. 
Thompson  was  decided,  and  I  have  been  rather  lost  in  this  opinion. 
I  find  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  writing  the  opinion  in  Kilbourn  v. 
Thompson,  had  exactly  the  same  feeling  about  it.  Justice  Johnson, 
in  Anderson  v.  Dunn  (6  Wheaton,  204),  decided,  according  to  the 
general  inherent  power  of  government,  Congress  must  have  a  right 
to  punish  for  contempt,  and  he  registers  his  opinion  upon  that;  and 
I  find  when  we  come  to  the  Kilbourn  case  there  are  only  three  ques- 
tions really  settled.  The  one  is,  the  Committee  on  Elections — what- 
ever you  call  it  in  Congress — being  expressly  authorized  by  the 
prosecution,  can  call  the  witness  and  punish  him  for  disobedience. 
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Another  is,  in  the  case  of  impeachment  either  House  can  call  a 
ness  and  punish  him  for  contempt;  another  is  the  trial  such* 
involved  in  section  5,  Article  I.  (Kilbourn  v.  Thompson,  103  U.S 
1190.)  Those  are  the  only  cases  where  Congress  in  any  wayh 
power  to  punish  for  contempt  or  disobedience.  I  discuss  this  been 
it  is  naturally  associated  with  the  general  question.  I  find  ini 
Kilbourn  case  it  says: 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  right  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  poniii 
citizen  for  a  contempt  of  its  authority  or  a  breach  of  its  privileges  can  derive  no«j 
port  from  the  precedents  and  practices  of  the  two  Houses  of  the  English  Parlnsa 
nor  from  the  adjudged  cases  in  which  the  English  courts  have  upheld  these  pncoo 
Nor,  taking  what  has  fallen  from  the  English  nidges,  and  especially  the  later  csaal 
which  we  nave  just  commented,  is  much  aid  riven  to  the  doctrine  that  thispea 
exists  as  one  necessary  to  enable  either  House  of  Congress  to  exercise  successfiulT^i 
function  of  legislation. 

This  latter  proposition  is  one  which  we  do  not  propose  to  decide  in  the  present 
because  we  are  able  to  decide  it  without  passing  upon  the  existence  or 
of  such  a  power  in  aid  of  the  legislative  function.    (103  U.  S.,  189.) 


Now,  there  has  not  been  any  change  in  that  question,  and  the 
man  case  did  not  involve  the  power  of  the  House  of  Congress 
actually  punish  anybody  for  contempt — I  mean  a  citizen  tor  cd 
tempt,  some  person  other  than  its  own  Member.  The  Chapman  e« 
simply  decided,  under  section  106  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  ptfw 
in  1867,  providing  that  a  witness  who  will  refuse  to  answer  mi$ 
be  certified  over  and  indicted;  that  that  act  was  constitutions; 
and  the  real  question  whether  Congress  had  power  to  punish  fa 
contempt  was  not  up  in  the  Chapman  case.  I  discuss  this  ratta 
apart  from  my  general  discussion  while  I  am  on  it.  I  have  befl 
thinking  and  talking  about  it  so  much  for  the  last  six  weeks  tta 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion — whether  I  am  right  about  it  or  not^l 
I  am  not  it  is  not  because  of  the  lack  of  time,  because  I  have  b«J 
preparing  and  unpr&paring  for  some  time  on  this  thing — I  have  con* 
to  the  conclusion  that  whether  or  not  Congress  can  punish  a  citW 
and  in  addition  to  that  a  corporation,  for  contempt  of  its  authority 
unless  it  would  be  a  man  who  would  go  over  and  pick  up  a  row  ™ji 
the  gallery  in  its  presence  which  would  be  actual  contempt— Wi 
whether  Congress  can  punish  a  citizen  for  disobedience  of  its  authority, 
except  in  the  three  instances  I  have  named,  a  committee  on  elections 
and  impeachment  proceedings  and  the  other  one  named,  the  Kilto^ 
case,  is  an  open  question,  and  the  Chapman  case  did  not  close  it. 
The  court  said  this:  | 

As  we  have  already  stated,  the  Constitution  expressly  empowers  each  Hou»  *i 
punish  its  own  Members  for  disorderly  behavior.  We  see  no  reason  to  don^**?] 
this  punishment  may  in  a  proper  case  be  imprisonment,  and  that  it  may  be  *or  j*W 
to  obey  some  rule  on  that  subject  made  by  the  House  for  the  preservation  of  ord*  ' 

So,  also,  the  penalty  each  House  is  authorized  to  inflict  in  order  to  comPel.?; 
attendance  of  absent  members  may  be  imprisonment,  and  this  may  be  for  the  vuw- 
tion  of  some  order  or  standing  rule  on  that  subject.  . 

Each  House  is  by  the  Constitution  made  the  judge  of  the  election  and  qu^**^  j 
of  its  Members.  In  deciding  on  these  it  has  an  undoubted  right  to  examine  witness 
and  inspect  papers,  subject  to  the  usual  rights  of  witnesses  in  such  cases;  ^  *J2 
be  that  a  witness  would  be  subject  to  like  punishment  at  the  hands  of  the  body  &&£[*! 
in  trying  a  contested  election,  for  refusing  to  testify,  that  he  would  if  the  case  «*■ 
pending  before  a  court  of  judicature. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has  the  sole  right  to  impeach  officers  of  &e.J%l 
ment  and  the  Senate  to  try  them.    Where  the  question  of  such  impeachment  is  W*": 
either  body  acting  in  its  appropriate  sphere  on  that  subject,  we  see  no  reason  to  «JJ*  j 
the  right  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  their  answer  to  proper  qn^0® 


HEARINGS  ON   HOUSE  BESOLUTION   288.  1695 

in  the  same  manner  and  by  the  use  of  the  same  means  that  courts  of  justice  can  in  like 
cases. 

Whether  the  power  of  punishment  in  either  House  by  fine  or  imprisonment  goes 
beyond  this  or  not,  we  are  sure  that  no  person  can  be  punished  for  contumacy  as  a 
witness  before  either  House,  unless  his  testimony  is  required  in  a  matter  into  which 
that  House  has  jurisdiction  to  inquire,  and  we  feel  equally  sure  that  neither  of  these 
bodies  possesses  the  general  power  of  making  inquiry  into  the  private  affairs  of  the 
citizen.     (103  U.  S.,  18&-190.) 

Now,  I  think  the  court  did  construe  that  branch  of  the  statement 
by  saying  that  these  three  instances  are  the  only  expressed  and  recog- 
nized instances  in  which  Congress  can  punish  a  witness  for  contempt: 
and  whatever  may  be  the  determination  of  the  Chapman  case,  I 
desire  to  point  out  the  effect  of  the  Kilbourn  case  upon  this  investi- 
gation in  just  a  word:  Whatever  may  be  the  openness  of  the  ques- 
tion, the  fact  notwithstanding  remains  that  Congress  under  no  cir- 
cumstances nca  punish  a  witness  for  disobedience  to  answer  where 
the  inquiry  is  being  conducted  by  Congress  into  the  private  affairs 
of  a  citizen;  and  the  court  has  left  our  minds  and  imaginations  free 
to  consider  what  would  be  required  by  a  committee  of  Congress  or  a 
court  as  to  the  investigation  of  the  private  affairs  of  a  private  citizen. 
I  think  at  least  we  may  rest  in  this  investigation  with  this  definition 
of  it:  That  where  there  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
private  citizen — in  this  case  the  Electric  Boat  Company — touched 
any  branch  of  the  Government  remotely  or  directly  with  contami- 
nating hand,  or  sought  to  touch  them  or  reach  out  and  lay  its  foul 
hand  upon  it,  where  there  is  no  suggestion  of  anything  wrong  in  all 
this  record,  the  committee  is  left  with  the  sheerest  speculation,  so 
far  as  anything  we  have  in  our  possession  would  show  it — no,  it  is 
not  left  with  speculation — but  where  the  committee  is  furnished 
with  proof,  with  the  testimonv  of  all  of  our  officers  showing  abso- 
lutely nothing,  I  think  in  the  face  of  such  a  record  as  that,  then  to 
prosecute  the  inquiry  any  further  into  our  private  affairs  would 
certainly  be  within  the  meaning  of  this  express  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  where  they  say,  "We  feel  equally  sure  that  neither  of  these 
bodies  possesses  general  power  of  making  inquiry  into  the  private 
affairs  of  the  citizen/'  For  you,  gentlemen,  nave  certainly  had  it 
demonstrated  that  all  our  public  conduct,  the  range  of  our  public 
acquaintance  and  ramifications  of  our  public  experience,  from  our 
beginning  way  back  in  1880  and  coming  on  up  to  the  present  time, 
ranging  in  point  of  inquiry  from  the  price  of  the  cigars  of  our  most 
lavish  officer  to  the  conduct  of  a  vachting  expedition  upon  the 
Potomac  River,  an  inquiry  into  everything  between  heaven  and  earth, 
and  which  we  are  perfectly  willing  you  should  do  and  glad  you  have 
done  it;  having  explored  everything  in  connection  with  our  public 
conduct  and  public  behavior;  since  you  have  explored  that  and  found 
nothing  but  absolute  refutation  of  every  charge  in  the  idle  rumors 
or  charges  of  Representative  Lilley;  since  you  have  found  nothing, 
I  think  vou  are  entitled  to  say  if  you  have  found  that  fact  the  case 
is  placed  clearly  within  the  declaration  in  the  Kilbourn  case,  that  you 
may  not  inquire  into  the  private  affairs  of  the  citizen.  I  say  that 
in  the  Kilbourn  case  at  least  that  much  has  been  decided  flatly. 

Mr.  Howard.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  message  of  President 
Andrew  Jackson  in  respect  to  resolution  introduced  in  Congress  by 
Henry  A.  Wjrse,  in  which,  on  the  President  having  sent  a  message  to 
Congress  saying  that  the  Departments  of  the  Government  were  effi- 
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ciently  and  honestly  conducted,  that  statement  was  challenged,  and 
declaring  that  they  were  not  faithfully  and  honestly  conducted,  and 
a  committee  was  constituted  under  the  provisions  of  that  resolution, 
calling  for  an  investigation  of  the  various  Departments,  and  wit- 
nesses were  called  for  by  this  committee.  Andrew  Jackson  was  then 
President  and  the  matter  was  brought  to  his  attention  and  he  issued 
an  order  that  no  witnesses  should  respond  to  any  such  general  caH 
or  demand;  that  that  was  an  illegal  investigation  and' without  their 
province  and  the  powers  of  Congress,  and  that  until  there  had  been 
presented  evidence  on  specific  charges  of  corruption  or  misbehavior 
on  the  part  of  officers  of  the  Government,  Congress  itself  had  no  right 
to  prosecute  such  an  inquiry,  and  it  was  abandoned. 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  am  not  familiar  with  that. 

Mr.  Howard.  It  occurred  in  1836,  where  it  would  seem  there  was 
some  cognate  relation  between  power  of  Congress  to  look  into  the 
Executive  Departments  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  recall  the  message  of  President  Buchanan,  pro- 
testing against  the  power  of  a  committee  of  Congress  to  investigate 
at  all,  and  saying  it  was  the  power  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government.  I  nave  that  citation  here  in  this  volume.  It  must 
have  followed  the  Jackson  episode.     I  think  I  will  turn  to  that,  if 

fou  will  permit  me.  I  am  greatly  obliged  to  you  for  the  suggestion, 
will  Iook  that  up. 

May  I  ask  the  committee  if  you  have  examined  what  is  known  as 
Senate  Miscellaneous  Documents,  second  session,  Fifty-third  Congress, 
Miscellaneous  Document  No.  278,  which  is  in  bound  volume  Digest 
of  Decisions  and  Precedents  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tives, relating  to  the  powers  and  privileges  of  their  Members  and 
officers  as  to  investigations,  contempts,  libels,  contumacious  wit- 
nesses, expulsions,  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  etc.,  with  decisions  of  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  and  other  courts  relating  thereto.  I 
do  not  know  whether  the  committee  have  this.  It  is  a  very  rare  thing 
to  find  anywhere,  and  if  you  do  not  have  it  I  desire  to  refer  you  to  it. 
It  is  Miscellaneous  Document  No.  278,  Fifty-third  Congress,  second 
session.  This  is  compiled  and  indexed  by  Henry  H.  Smith,  clerk  to 
the  Senate  Special  Committee  to  Investigate  Attempts  at  Bribery, 
etc.,  under  the  resolution  of  May  17,  19,  and  28,  and  August  16,  1894, 
and  it  contains  all  of  the  cases  stated.  It  does  not  contain  the  one 
to  which  Mr.  Howard  refers,  because  I  do  not  suppose  it  was  made  in 
the  shape  of  a  case. 

Mr.  Howard.  No  ;  it  was  abandoned. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Is  that  investigation  of  the  Chapman  case  there? 

Mr.  Littleton.  It  is,  except  it  has  not  the  opinion  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Was  that  prepared  the  time  the  Chapman  case  was 
under  investigation  ? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  think  it  was.  It  begins  with  a  synopsis  of  cases, 
beginning  with  expulsion  of  Senator  Blount  and  Senator  Marshall  in 
1793 — I  think  it  was  right  after  the  organization  of  the  Government— 
and  then  goes  on  down  with  the  case  of  Randall  and  Whitney,  which 
occurred  about  1800,  and  then  the  case  of  William  Duane. 

You  asked  Mr.  Brown  this  morning,  Mr.  Howard,  substantially  if 
an  attack  on  Congress  by  a  newspaper  would  justify  an  action  by 
Congress  against  the  editor  of  a  paper.     The  first  case  on  the  sub- 
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ject  was  Duane;  the  case  is  reported  here  and  argued  very  fully  and 
at  great  length  by  the  distinguished  men  who  constituted  the  House. 
Mr.  Duane  was  cited  to  appear  and  he  never  appeared.  Of  course 
they  could  not  do  anything  with  him  if  he  did  not  come,  but  they 
convicted  him  in  one  of  the  courts  afterwards  for  libel.  There  is  one 
other  citation  here.  I  told  the  committee  a  moment  ago  I  would 
call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  their  right  to  deal  with  another 
Congress  beside  this.  This  is  the  case  of  William  F.  King  and  John 
D.  Schumaker,  Forth-fourth  Congress,  second  session,  Michael  C. 
Kerr,  of  Indiana,  Speaker.  These  cases  are  included  for  the  reason 
that  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary — made  by  William 
P.  Lynde,  of  Wisconsin,  and  not  by  Mr.  Scott  Lord,  of  New  York,  as 
printed  (see  Report  No.  815  and  Journal,  1st  sess.  44th  Cong.,  p. 
1410) — is  a  valauble  and  important  contribution  on  the  subject. 

First,  of  the  power  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  take  juris- 
diction of  violations  of  law  or  offenses  committed  against  a  previous 
Congress. 

Second,  as  to  the  power  and  propriety  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives to  interpose  in  respect  to  acts  or  offenses  which  are  made  by 
statute  and  were  then  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  by 
reference  by  the  House  of  Representatives  under  its  resolution  of 
March  3,  1875. 

Then  there  is  a  lot  of  citation.  I  will  read  a  part,  which  follows. 
Mr.  Lynde,  from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing report: 

The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  to  whom  were  referred  the  papers  and  testimony- 
taken  by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of  the  Forty-third  Congress,  with  instruc- 
tions to  inauire  what  action  should  be  taken  by  the  House  with  reference  to  the  per- 
sons, now  Members  of  this  House,  charged  with  complicity  in  the  alleged  corrupt 
use  of  money  to  procure  the  passage  of  an  act  providing  for  an  additional  subsidy  in 
the  China  mail  service  during  the  Forty-second  Congress  and  with  giving  full  testi- 
mony in  relation  thereto  before  the  Committee  on  WayB  and  Means  of  the  Forty -third 
Congress,  have  considered  the  same  and  report : 

That  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of  the  Forty-third  Congress,  after  a  thor- 
ough investigation  of  the  charge  that  a  large  sum  of  money  was  used  to  secure  the 
passage  through  Congress  of  an  increased  annual  appropriation  to  the  Pacific  Mail 
Steamship  Company,  in  the  nature  of  a  subsidy,  reports,  among  other  things: 

The  results  of  the  evidence  are  that  about  $900,000  was  disbursed  upon  the  allega- 
tion that  it  was  used  in  aid  of  the  passage  of  the  acts  now  under  investigation;  that 
about  $565,000  appears  to  have  been  paid  to  the  exclusive  use  of  persons  having  no 
official  connection  with  such  legislation,  and  that  the  disposition  of  the  remaining 
$335,000  remains  in  doubt  upon  the  evidence  presented,  but  without  any  testimony 
showing  that  it  was  a  reward  paid  to  any  person  at  that  time  a  Member  of  either  House 
of  Congress,  and  that  the  uncertainty  pending  the  disposition  of  this  latter  sum  is 
owing  to  the  refusal  of  William  S.  King  to  testify  the  truth  and  to  the  failure  or  refusal 
of  John  G.  Schumaker  to  present  all  the  facts  which  the  committee  believe  it  was  in 
his  power  to  give.  * 

The  committee  report  the  following  resolution: 

"Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  the  testimony  taken  before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  upon  a  question  of  the  corrupt  use  of  money  to  procure  the  passage  of  an  act 
providing  for  an  additional  subsidy  in  the  China  mail  service,  be  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  to  be  by  him  laid  before  the  House  at  the  first 
session  of  the  Forty-fourth  Congress,  to  the  enH  that  they  may  make  further  inquiry 
and  take  due  action  upon  the  question  affecting  William  S.  liing  and  John  G.  Schu- 
maker, and  further  proceed  therein  as  they  shall  deem  just. 

"Resolved,  That  the  Clerk  of  this  House  transmit  to  the  United  States  district  attor- 
ney a  copy  of  the  evidence  taken  before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  upon  the 
question  of  a  corrupt  use  of  money  to  procure  the  passage  of  an  act  providing  for  an 
additional  subsidy  for  the  China  mail  service,  with  direction  to  lay  so  much  of  the 
same  as  relates  to  the  truth  of  the  testimony  given  by  William  S.  King  and  John  G. 
Schumaker  before  the  grand  jury  of  said  district  for  such  action  as  the  law  may  seem 
to  require." 
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The  above  resolutions  were  adopted  by  the  House,  and  a  copy  of  the  evidence  Ubn 
before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  upon  the  question  of  a  corrupt  use  of  mo«T 
to  procure  the  passage  of  an  act  providing  for  an  additional  subsidy  for  the  China  nail 
service  has  been  transmitted  to  the  United  States  district  attorney  for  the  Diatrki  d 
Columbia  by  the  ( 'lerk  of  the  House  in  accordance  with  said  resolution. 

The  whole  subject  is  properly  before  the  court;  the  offenses  charged  crimes  by 
statute,  and  the  Constitution  provides  no  persons  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  an  irhr 
mous  charge  unless  on  the  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury. 

The  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  House  of  Representatives  has  no  author- 
ity  to  take  jurisdiction  of  violations  of  law  or  officers  committed  against  a  preview 
Congress.  This  is  purely  a  legislative  body  and  entirely  unsuited  for  the  trial  d 
crimes.  The  fifth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution  authorizes  "eaci 
House  to  determine  the  rules  of  its  proceedings,  punish  its  members  for  disorderly 
behavior,  and,  with  the  concurrence  of  two-thirds,  expel  a  member."  This  power  h 
evidently  given  to  enable  each  House  to  exercise  its  constitutional  function  01  legisl*- 
tion  unobstructed.  It  can  not  vest  in  Congress  a  jurisdiction  to  trv  a  member  for  an 
offense  committed  before  his  election;  for  such  offense  a  member,  Tike  any  other  citi- 
zen, is  amenable  to  the  courts  alone.  Within  four  years  after  the  adoption  of  the  fiist 
ten  amendments  to  the  Constitution  Humphrey  Marshall,  a  Senator  of  the  United 
States  from  Kentucky,  was  charged  by  the  legislature  of  his  State  with  the  crime  d 
perjury,  and  the  memorial  was  transmitted  by  the  governor  to  the  Senate  for  its  action. 
The  committee  to  whom  it  was  referred  reported  against  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Senate 

And  that  decided  their  report. 

That  rule  has  been  sustained  in  another  case,  the  case  of  Patrick 
Woods,  alias  Pat  Dooiey,  who  attacked  a  man  from  Richmond,  Va.. 
and  was  committed  for  a  period  beyond  the  term  of  the  Senate.  The 
argument  was  that  the  Senate  was  a  continuous  body.  The  Senate 
hastily  agreed,  but  at  the  very  next  session  reversed  themselves,  as  I 
think  they  should  have  done,  as  to  their  authority  to  continue  a  man 
in  prison  beyond  the  time  of  the  adjournment  of  their  session.  So 
that  I  think  it  is  pretty  clear  that  neither  this  committee  nor  any  com- 
mittee could  inauire  into  acts,  wrongs,  or  corrupt  practices  of  a  previous 
Congress,  and  do  it  under  strictly  constitutional  authority.  Now,  I 
wTant  in  conclusion  to  say  one  word 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Just  there,  shall  I  interrupt  you,  Mr.  Littleton? 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Have  you  considered  the  investigation  of  the 
Credit  Mobilier?  Was  there  not  an  investigation  into  the  conduct 
of  Members  of  a  previous  Congress? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  think  that  is  true,  Mr.  Olmsted.  I  have  not 
a  case  here  in  this  volume.  I  think  the  question  ought  to  be  taken 
in  this  way:  Where  a  private  citizen  or  private  corporation,  which 
Congress  is  now  investigating,  only  in  so  far  as  it  nas  attempted, 
according  to  the  evidence,  to  exert  a  corrupt  influence  or  has  exerted 
a  corrupt  influence  on  Congress.  Now,  while  vou  might  try  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress,  he  himself  being  a  Member  or  that  body,  and  bring 
into  his  case  his  conduct  in  a  previous  Congress,  if  he  has  continued 
over,  I  doubt  very  much  if,  trying  a  private  corporation  or  citizen, 
you  could  make  his  offense  against  a  distinct  body  operate  as  an 
offense  against  this  Congress,  of  which  your  committee  is  the  arm  or 
representative. 

Mr.  Stevens.  If  the  offense  is  a  sort  of  a  continuous  one,  if  the 
legislation  is  a  continuous  thing  and  its  methods  are  the  same,  and 
the  membership  is  essentially  the  same  and  the  object  to  be  obtained 
is  the  same,  have  we  not  the  power  to  inquire  as  a  continuous  per- 
formance  

Mr.  Littleton.  I  will  answer  you,  Mr.  Stevens,  according  to  mv 
best  judgment.     I  have  thought  a  great  deal  about  it.     I  do  not 
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enow  whether  it  has  done  much  good  or  not,  but  this  committee  is 
nyestigating  under  the  right  to  purify  or  defend  the  legislation  of 
-his  country  and  to  protect  the  dignity  and  decency  and  honor  of 
ts  body,  and  it  is  not  investigating  under  any  other  theory.     As  I 
understand  it,  you  are  armed  and  equipped  with  a  commission  to 
2jo   out    and  to  use  every  possible  means  and  endeavor  to  rid  that 
body  of  imputation*  of  dishonesty  and  to  punish  any  person  who  has 
Bittempted  to  bring  it  into  contempt  or  destroy  its  dignity  or  pros- 
titute its  great  office  by  seeking  to  exert  a  corrupting  influence  on 
it.      That  being  true,  you  might  introduce  evidence  of  our  conduct 
in  previous  Congresses  on  the  theory  of  quasi  criminal  acts  on  our 
part,  on  the  theory  of  a  contemporaneous  continuous  action,  if  you 
please.     You  may  show  our  conduct  for  a  few  years,  if  you  please, 
if  we  have  been  guilty  of  things  that  were  wrong,  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  we  had  a  systematic  way  of  doing  these  things,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  whether  things  we  did  this  year  were  the 
the  result  of  accident,  or  whether  they  were  deliberate  or  not.     You 
might  allow  our  conduct  at  previous  Congresses  to  follow  into  this 
particular  Congress  in  order  to  shed  whatever  light  it  might  upon 
our  intent  and  purposes  in  this  Congress.     So  far  as  giving  that  as 
the  basis  for  action  of  this  committee  wholly  and  solely,  without 
reference  to  this  Congress,  I  think  it  is  unsound.     That  is  the  best 
opinion  I  could  extract  from  the  whole  situation. 

Mr.  Howard.  Have  you  any  idea  it  would  operate  as  a  statute 
of  limitations? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  don't  know,  it  may  be  a  statute  of  limitations, 
Mr.  Howard. 

Mr.  HowARb.  Suppose  you  were  prosecuting  for  perjury  or  a 
series  of  perjuries,  and  you  proved  one  that  was  outside  of  the  statute 
of  limitations,  would  not  that  statute'bar  it? 

Mr.  Littleton.  That  would  rob  it  of  its  contemporaneous  char- 
acter right  away.  You  could  not  do  anything  if  you  wanted  to 
introduce  that  as  evidence  of  perjury,  not  because  it  was  barred 
or  not  barred,  but  because  it  was  not  contemporaneous  with  the  one 
charged  in  the  indictment.  That  would  be  the  reason.  You  could 
not  prove  anterior  acts  or  conduct  on  our  part,  but  only  to  shed 
light  and  illuminate  our  conduct  toward  this  Congress.  That  is  my 
theory  of  it,  and  that  is,  I  believe,  the  sound  theory  about  it.  If  the 
contempt  of  Congress  consisted  in  an  attempt  to  corrupt  them,  and 
we  will  assume  that  some  one  attempted  last  year  to  corrupt  the 
last  Congress  and  then  came  over  and  attempted  to  corrupt  this  one, 
and  you  tried  him  on  the  question  of  contempt,  as  poor  John  Ander- 
son was  tried  and  punished  and  reprimanded  because  he  did  attempt 
to  bear  up  with  Mr.  Lewis — now,  then,  the  contempt  which  John 
Anderson  committed  could  not  be  used  to  show  his  conduct  toward 
Lewis  in  the  succeeding  Congress,  unless  it  was  a  series  of  systematic 
acts  and  of  such  contemporaneous  character  as  to  shed  light  upon 
the  intent  and  purposes  of  the  man  in  doing  it. 

Mr.  Stevens.  But  it  should  be  taken  into  consideration  by  Con- 
gress as  to  its  action  in  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Of  course  Congress  has  usually  unlimited  in- 
fluence there  when  it  comes  to  dealing  with  questions  of  contempt, 
but  I  do  not  believe,  Mr.  Stevens,  it  could  be  considered  by  Congress 
as  anything  else  than  it  would  be  considered  in  the  ordinary  court, 
to  illuminate  the  conduct  of  the  party  in  the  present  Congress. 
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Mr.  Stevens.  If  we  have,  to  use  it  at  all,  what  difference  does  h 
make  with  you?  If  we  have  power  to  take  evidence  on  any  theory, 
we  have  the  right  to  go  to  the  limit  of  that  power. 

Mr.  Littleton.  So  far  as  we  are  concerned,  of  course  I  have  not 
the  slightest  objection  to  the  committee  considering  anything  we 
have  done  that  is  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Stevens.  If  we  have  the  right  to  get  evidence  at  all,  we  can 
use  it  as  we  see  fit. 

Mr.  Littleton.  There  is  no  question  about  that  at  all.  I  am  apt 
to  fall  into  the  habit  of  looking  at  the  legal  end  of  it — what  little 
habits  I  have  got.  You  ask  me  the  legal  question,  whether  I  believe 
the  fact  of  a  previous  contempt  to  corrupt  Congress  could  be  consid- 
ered by  this  Congress;  I  was  giving  you  my  legal  definition  of  such  an 
act. 

Mr.  Stevens.  You  believe  it  could  be  used  for  certain  purposes? 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Stevens.  If  we  do  get  evidence  from  a  certain  source.  Con- 
gress then  has  a  right  to  use  it  as  it  sees  fit  for  the  whole  situation. 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  am  trying  to  bring  the  thing  down  to  a  general 
basis;  I  am  endeavoring  to  put  everything  that  is  on  record  in  this 
question  before  the  committee  now,  whether  it  considers  it  or  does 
not  consider  it. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Here  is  one  matter  I  would  like  your  views  upon  in 
discussing  the  affairs  of  your  company.  You  claim  that  vou  reor- 
ganized, as  I  understand,  when  Mr.  Creecy  and  Senator  M.  C.  Butler, 
and  that  crowd  went  out  and  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Frost  and  his  crowd 
took  charge.  Now,  you  would  disclaim  under  your  theory  our  right 
to  hold  your  company  for  anvthing  that  the  old  organization  did  i 

Mr.  Littleton.  Ox  course  1  would. 

Mr.  Stevens.  But  you  would  have  to  admit  that  if  that  reoreac- 
ized  company  adopts  a  certain  course  which  we  would  regard  as 
corruption  or  Congress  that  we  might  call  on  you  to  show  certain 
facts  showing  a  uniform  course  having  a  culmination  in  connection 
with  this  Congress. 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  catch  the  drift  of  that 
statement.  But  so  far  as  the  Holland  Boat  Company  is  concerned, 
the  predecessors  of  our  company  now,  and  the  conduct  of  these 
gentlemen  who  suffered  with  it  through  the  lean  years  of  its  existence, 
and  the  conduct  of  any  person  in  connection  with  it,  of  course  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  either  legally  or  morally  could  not  be  held 
responsible  before  the  Congressional  body  or  in  the  courts;  that 
would  be  limited. 

Mr.  Stevens.  We  realize  that. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Whether  there  is  any  connection  between  tie 
present  Electric  Boat  Company,  and  whether  connected  with  habits 
that  were  continous,  that  is  a  matter  entirely  for  the  wrork  of  the 
evidence.     I  do  not  see  it,  but  the  committee  may  see  differently. 

Mr.  Olmsted.  Let  me  see  if  I  understand  your  position.  If  there 
is  no  evidence  of  improper  conduct  on  the  part  or  your  corporation 
or  of  any  other  corporation  in  connection  with  legislation  in  this 
present  Congress,  then  we  might  go  back  into  acts  in  connection  with 
a  previous  Congress  tending  to  corroborate  or  strengthen  the  testi- 
mony in  connection  with  this  Congress.  But  there  being  no  evi- 
dence of  improper  conduct  touching  any  Member  of  the  present  Con- 
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2press  or  legislation  pending  or  proposed  in  the  present  Congress,  then 
we  have  no  power  to  inquire  into  the  conduct  of  the  company,  or 
whatever  company  it  may  be,  touching  its  conduct  or  previous 
conduct. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes.  In  other  words,  the  last  year's  conduct  or 
the  year  before,  if  there  be  something  this  year  which  proved  that  we 
have  attempted  to  interfere  with  this  Congress  or  to  do  anything 
that  you  would  have  the  right  to  investigate — if  there  would  be  some- 
thing last  year  or  the  year  before  which  shows  that  it  would  be  a 
systematic  development  or  connected  in  some  manner — I  think  that 
could  naturally  and  properly  be  used  to  show  reprehensible  practices. 
But  if  you  fail  to  show  something  in  this  Congress,  I  claim  this  com- 
mittee is  sitting  without  jurisdiction. 

Let  us  write  into  the  resolution — then  we  can  see  how  it  is — "that 
a  committee  of  five  be  appointed  to  investigate  the  corrupt  practices 
of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  practices  in  a  previous  Con- 
gress," let  that  be  any  Congress  whatever,  and  say  that  w  s  written 
into  this  resolution.  The  Electric  Boat  Company  could  very  readily. 
as  a  citizen,  I  think,  challenge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  ana 
b&Yj  vou  gentlemen  have  no  right  to  investigate  its  conduct  tow  rd 
previous  Congresses;  it  is  entirely  without  constitutional  power, 
express  or  implied,  historical  or  traditional  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Well,  now,  Mr.  Littleton,  suppose  it  is  considered 
that  the  form  of  legislation  is  reprehensible — tnat  is  to  say,  that  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Naval  Committee  was  wrongful  as  a 
matter  of  public  policy;  have  we  not  the  right  then,  if  it  gives  your 
company  an  undue  advantage,  supposing  it  shows  an  unjust  and  undue 
profit,  that  it  gives  you  an  undue  advantage  over  competitors,  that  it 
confines  the  Government  to  an  obsolete  or  obsolescent  (I  do  not  know 
which  it  is),  type  of  boat — have  we  not  the  right  then  to  compel  you 
to  disclose  all  the  evidence  you  have  in  connection  with  that,  with  the 
idea  of  finding  whether  you  have  exercised  corrupt  methods  in  secur- 
ing these  advantages? 

Mr.  Littleton.  If  the  act  of  the  present  Congress  and  the  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  reported  from  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  showed 
that  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  intended  to  make  an  exclusive 
act  providing  for  the  Holland  type  of  boat,  or  intending  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  should  be  limited  to  it.     It  will  not  do  to  draw  an 
inference  against  17  of  your  colleagues  at  the  instance  of  1,  to  dis- 
regard the  conduct  of  17  upon  the  vague  suspicion  of  1  other  that 
there  was  something  wrong  in  the  influences  that  dictated  that  provi- 
sion.    Neither  this  committee  nor  Congress  has  any  right  to  presume 
that  the  17  men  sitting  on  the  Naval  Committee  were  not  just  as  high 
in  their  probity  or  in  their  conceptions  of  duty  or  in  their  sense  of 
honor  as  any  other  committee  of  Congress.     It  will  not  do  to  say  that 
because  a  legislative  provision  in  the  naval  bill  in  the  Naval  Committee 
was  of  a  certain  character,  therefore  it  was  dictated  by  some  undue 
influence.     I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  one  thing 
which  seems  to  have  been  lost  sight  of,  I  won't  say  by  the  committee, 
but  in  the  general  discussion  of  it  in  the  Naval  Committee.     This 
xestrictive  legislation,  so-called,  was  passed  in  the  absence  of  compe- 
tition of  which  we  have  heard  so  much.     Was  there  not  at  the  very 
outset  of  this  affair  the  most  stringent,  the  most  severe  and  exacting 
competition  ever  inflicted  upon  two  companies,  providing  for  tests  on 
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the  high  seas,  where  these  devils  of  the  deep  could  demonstrate  thar 

Eower  for  the  first  time.  The  competition  was  not  a  competition  d 
lueprints  against  boats,  of  vagaries  against  actual  demonstration:  h 
was  a  competition  had  in  the  open  sea,  where  each  mairwas  invited  to 
enter  and  did  enter,  .and  where  each  man  having  entered,  the  result 
dictated  to  the  Naval  Committee  and  the  Naval  Committee  decided 
that  this  boat  had  won  the  battle.  There  was  true  competition:  and 
the  legislation,  instead  of  cutting  out  competition,  had  produced  that 
very  competition  which  could  be  had  only  upon  the  high  seas. 

It  would  be  harsh  and  unreasonable  to  presume,  because  the  Naval 
Committee  had  followed  the  tests  at  Newport  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  had  followed  the  practice  of  the  Department,  and  because 
they  had  done  what  Mr.  Simon  Lake  admitted  they  should  have  done, 
in  order  that  the  best  boat  should  win — I  say  it  would  be  harsh  and 
unreasonable,  because  the  legislation  was  then  regarded  as  restrict- 
ive, to  presume   that   in  some  inscrutable,  invisible  way  our  cor- 
poration— against  which  nothing  has  been  proven,  but  everything 
charged — had  reached  into  that  committee  room  and  endeavored 
to  corrupt  17  Members  of  the  House.     There  is  not  one  definite 
suspicion  that  could  be  made  a  basis  to  justify  an  investigation 
into  our  private  affairs,  or  compel  us  to  dig  up  the  secret  documents 
of  our  system  and  lay  them  upon  the  table  and  expose  our  private 
business.     I  want  to  say  that  much  in  favor  of  the  competition  con- 
ducted by  the  Naval  Committee  and  against  the  presumption  of 
unfairness  in  the  Naval  Committee.     I  do  not  regret  it  on  account 
of  our  company;  we  accepted  the  legislation  passed  by  the  House 
the  other  day  uncomplainingly  and  unmurmuringly;  we  will  meet 
the  gentlemen  under  any  flag  and  on  any  sea,  wherever  they  want 
to  go.     I  was  sorry  to  see  that  the  Naval  Committee  was  not  sus- 
tained in  the  House,  because  there  was  not  a  suggestion  to  shut  out 
competition;  instead  of  being  an  effort  to  throttle  competition,  it 
was  the  very  product  of  it.     And  I  therefore  submit  that  there  is 
no  reason  why  our  books  and  papers  should  be  had  by  this  committee, 
because  the  legislation  of  the  Naval  Committee  followed  the  programme 
which  resulted  from  the  competitive  tests  at  Newport.    The  err 
has  been,  there  was  no  competition.     What  the  gentlemen  want  is 
that  we  shall  make  a  boat  and  they  a  blueprint.     The  blueprint 
costs  $10  and  it  costs  8100,000  to  make  a  boat.     You  can  not  tell 
whether  a  blueprint  will  dive  with  hydroplanes  or  without.    You 
can  not  tell  whether  the  plans  and  specifications  will  float  or  sink, 
but  you  can  tell  whether  a  boat  will  float  or  sink.     And  we  were  the 
first,  Mr.  Chairman;  we  spent  our  money  and  bankrupted  our  peo- 
ple.    The  course  of  this  company  has  been  along  the  course  or  all 
such  companies.     In  my  judgment  the  history  of  the  average  cor- 
poration is  more  pathetic  than  that  of  the  average  man.     This  com- 
pany has  got  its  story  to  tell.     It  is  willing  to  stand  before  the  Naval 
Committee  and  the  Navy  Department;  but  it  submits  that  enough 
harm  has  already  been  done  to  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Now,  all  Europe  is  listening  to  the  scandal  and  outrage  perpetrated 
on  this  Congress ;  in  every  land  and  town  it  has  been  carried  from  these 
four  walls  that  we  were 'corrupters  of  the  legislators  of  the  country. 
They  say  we  have  been  a  contaminating,  corrupting,  and  corroding 
influence  upon  the  Navy  Department.  That  report  has  been  spread 
broadcast  throughout  tlie  country,  and  those  with  whom  we  have  had 
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business  relations  now  look  askance  at  us  and  say,  "What  kind  of 
corrupt  and  miserable  corporation  is  this  we  have  been  doing  business 
with?"  We  have  submitted  to  all  sorts  of  imputations  against  us;  we 
have  stood  before  the  country  with  a  Member  of  the  House  charging 
us. with  corruption,  with  bribery.  And  we  did  not  answer  through  the 
press;  we  answered  nowhere  but  to  the  face  of  our  accusers  and  before 
this  honorable  committee.  We  have  never  spoken  until  to-day, 
although  speech  has  a  thousand  times  risen  to  our  lips,  and  although 
our  hearts  have  beat  with  anxiety  to  deny  the  outrages  against  us. 
This  is  the  first  time  and  only  time  and  perhaps  the  last  time  we  will 
have  a  chance  to  say  anything.  We  have  been  patient  and  earnest 
in  our  endeavor  to  do  our  duty.  We  demand  that  those  who  take 
issue  shall  come  as  into  a  court  of  equity  l  with  clean  hands  and  clean 
motives;  not  actuated  by  impulses  of  rivalry  or  instigated  by  the 
company  with  which  we  have  won  upon  tests.  We  saj,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  ask  us  to  produce  the  books  and  papers  now,  m  the  face  of 
the  whole  evidence,  at  the  dictation  of  a  competitor,  or  in  pursuance 
of  idle  rumor  and  gossip — confessed  gossip;  it  has  been  floated 
through  this  room  for  two  months,  at  last  to  be  admitted  as  gossip — 
to  require  all  this  of  a  business  corporation,  and  let  the  news  go  to  the. 
four  quarters  of  the  earth  that  we  have  turned  over  to  the  American 
Government  all  our  private  papers,  contracts,  that  everything  has 
been  turned  over,  is  simply  to  invite  the  countries  of  Europe  with 
whom  we  have  done  business  to  say  we  are  playing  fast  and  loose  in 
our  obligations  with  them.  It  is  simply  to  invite  a  rival  concern, 
unable  to  meet  us  in  fair  competition,  to  mtroduce  a  resolution  based 
upon  rumor  and  hearsay,  and  thus  to  expose  and  publish  our  books 
and  papers  and  destroy  the  business  of  our  concern.  Some  one  might 
say  the  United  States  Steel  Company  has  been  influencing  Congress; 
he  might  go  to  your  Committee  on  Rules  and  bring  charges  which 
would  be  referred  to  a  special  committee  to  take  evidence;  again,  this 
accuser  might  call  on  the  officers  of  the  United  States  Steel  Company 
and  let  them  in  turn  deny  that  these  wrongs  have  been  done;  sup- 
pose the  companies  should  simply  deny  they  had  any  guilty  knowl- 
edge, any  incriminating  evidence  to  give;  and  then,  on  top  of  that, 
Congress  should  say:  '*iou  must  bring  your  books  and  papers" — let 
that  be  declared  to  be  the  law  and  the  policy  of  this  Government,  and 
every  business  or  corporate  property  from  Maine  to  California  and  the 
Gulf  to  the  Lakes,  will  perish.  Ancf  furthermore,  if  such  a  law  could 
be  enforced  against  corporations,  then  every  partnership  could  be  made 
to  produce  its  books  and  papers,  with  like  results. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  name  of  our  simple  corporate  rights  under  the 
law  of  this  country,  I  respectfully,  on  behalf  of  the  Electric  Boat 
Company,  protest,  and  I  plead  that  this  demand  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mittee for  the  production  of  books  and  papers  shall  not  put  us  in  the 
embarrassing  position  of  refusing  to  produce  them.  I  ask  the  com- 
mittee not  only  not  to  make  an  order,  but  not  to  ask  us  to  produce 
them;  not  put  us  in  the  position  which  would  follow  of  having  refused 
to  produce  those  books  and  papers. 

lean  not  tell  you  how  much  obliged  I  am  for  your  patient  attention. 

Mr.  Stevens.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  one  question,  Mr.  Littleton. 
In  207  United  States  Reports,  in  the  case  of  the  Consolidated  Rendering 
Company  against  Vermont,  the  syllabus  of  the  case  reads  thus:  "An 
objection  that  a  notice  to  produce  books  and  papers  is  too  broad  can 
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not  be  urged  against  the  validity  of  the  order  adjudging  the 
refusing  to  comply  guilty  of  contempt.    (Hale  v.  Henkel,  201 
43).     Nor  is  a  notice  to  produce  too  broad  if,  as  in  this  case, it 
limited  to  books  and  papers  relating  to  dealings  with  certain  specif 
parties  between  certain  specified  dates."     Is  not  the  subpoenal 
this  case  of  the  form  discussed  by  the  Supreme  Court  ? 

Mr.  Littleton.  No,  sir;  that  has  been  limited  to  nothing  at 
The  subpoena  in  this  case  says  all  books  of  accounts  showing  pavwl 
made  to  attorneys  and  employees  for  work  performed  or  to  t*  pi 
formed  at  Washington  or  in  any  Congressional  district  within  4 
United  States;  that  means  from  the  beginning  of  time  to  the  end  I 
the  world;  it  is  not  limited' at  either  end,  and  in  every  nook  and  com 
of  the  United  States;  you  may  have  a  thousand  attorneys. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Would  not  the  presumption,  in  view  of  the  doctria 
you  have  laid  down — would  not  the  presumption  follow  that  tb 
would  be  confined  to  the  present  Congress  ? 

Mr.  Littleton.  You  can  not  presume  against  the  face  of  tH 
subpoena.  I  would  like  to  indulge  that  presumption,  but  I  woii 
hate  to  think  I  had  obeved  the  subpoena  unless  it  was  redrawn.  H* 
is  the  point :  If  this  subpoena  were  drawn  as  I  think  it  ought  to  be- 
of  course  my  ideas  are  those  of  attorney  for  the  boat  company,  aii 
they  have  got  to  be  taken  with  that  limitation — but  I  should  say  tke 
subpoena  snould  read  .that  you  bring  with  you  all  books  and  papea 
Thfere  is  no  trouble  to  get  at  the  charge  in  this  thing,  the  charge  tint 
for  several  vears  prior  to  the  investigation  the  Holland  and  its  ac- 
cessor, the  Electric  Boat  Company,  retained  in  Washington  an  oiga* 
ized  lobby  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  legislative  appropriations; 
and  if  I  am  right  in  my  contention,  that  confers  no  jurisdiction  udob 
anything  anterior  to  this  Congress.  That  is  really  the  only  p*w 
where  the  books  are  mentioned.  It  says  that  an  examination  of  tb 
books  and  records  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor, 
the  Holland  Boat  Company,  will  show  that  large  sums  of  money  b*« 
been  paid  from  their  treasuries  for  the  abovepurpose — that  is,  thi* 
large  sums  of  money  have  been  paid  by  the  Electric  Boat  Compn? 
to  campaign  funds  \o  accomplish  the  defeat  or  election  of  Membes 
of  Congress.  Now,  that  is  tne  only  assertion,  either  in  the  charg* 
or  evidence,  that  our  books  and  papers  will  show  anything. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Would  not  there  be  a  presumption  that  the  juns- 
diction  of  this  committee  would  be  read  mto  it? 

Mr.  Littleton.  Well,  I  don't  know.     If  you  just  put  it  in  the 
language  which  I  think  would  be  the  simple  way  to  meet  what  we & 
charged  with;  if  you  put  it  in  the  language  of  that  charge,  you  ctfj 
answer  that  very  readily.     In  other  words,  if  the  language  is  treated 
in  its  ordinary  sense,  like  an  ordinary  man  treats  language,  we  v* 
charged  with  having  spent  great  sums  of  money  to  elect  and  dew 
Members  of  Congress.     Suppose  that  was  in  the  subpoena,  and  tou 
said,  "  Bring  all  your  books  and  papers  that  show  contributions  to 
campaign  funds  of  Members  of  Congress  of  any  description  andtoi 
Now,  Mr.  Rice  takes  the  stand,  and  the  committee  and  Mr.  W'jjT 
through  his  questions,  dictated  by  the  other  company,  asked  tbe  ' 
the  question,  "  Did  you  ever  contribute  money  to  a  campaign  fund!  f 
"I   did   not."     "Did   your   company?"     "I   did   not*     "To  tff  j 
campaign  fund  to  any  Member  of  Congress?"     "I  did  not."   "An? 
member  of  the  NavarCommittee ? "     "I  did  not."     Not  a  suj 
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of  any  book,  paper,  or  document  anywhere  that  would  throw  any  light 
upon  the  question,  because  nothing  of  that  sort  has  ever  taken  place 
and  there  is  nothing*  to  record  upon  the  subject.  Now,  that  evidence 
was  given  here  before  this  committee  by  Mr.  Barnett,  Mr.  Johnson, 
Mr.  frost,  and  Mr.  Rice.  Now,  then,  if  jou  are  going  to  deal  with  it  in 
the  ordinary  way,  the  charges  are  here;  if  all  right,  we  will  read  them 
into  the  subpoena  duces  tecum.  Take  the  record  of  which  the  chair- 
man says  this  thing  will  be  said  or  understood.  Your  answer  is  abso- 
lute; there  is  no  suggestion  that  there  was  any  monev  contributed 
of  that  sort;  you  have  aslced  us  if  we  have  it  and  we  have  said,  no. 
Can  there  be  any  answer  to  that?  Take  Mr.  Lilley's  case;  suppose  he 
had  said,  "I  have  no  letters;  did  not  write  any.  Would  you  have 
demanded  the  letters  from  him?  We  tell  you  there  are  no  papers, 
no  documents,  nothing  of  that  sort  occurred.  Can  we  produce  some- 
thing we  ha^e  not  got?  Can  you  demand  so  meting  in  the  subpoena 
duces  tecum  which  we  have  already  demonstrated  we  have  not  got? 
I  do  not  think  so.    That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  answer  to  that. 

Of  course  it  goes  without  saving  that  these  charges  have  not  been 
sustained,  and  Mr.  Lilley  on  the  last  day,  in  response  to  Mr.  Brous- 
sard,  Mr.  Stevens,  and  Mr.  Howard,  distinctly  and  unqualifiedly  said 
that  everyone  of  them  was  based  upon  hearsay  and  rumors.  Now, 
when  we  nave  both  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  hearings  the  decla- 
ration of  the  person  on  whose  sole  responsibility  the  charges  wrere 
made,  even  though  counsel  for  the  other  company  dictated  the 
charges — when  we  have  his  disclaimer  that  he  himself  does  not  base 
them  on  anything  except  idle  rumor  and  you  have  here  evidence  that 
there  is  no  such  thing — how  futile  is  it  to  say  to  us,  "  Produce  them." 
We  can  not;  our  simple  plea  is,  "Non  possumus."  And  the  reason 
I  take  exception  to  this  subpoena  is  because  I  ought  to  do  it;  as  a 
lawyer,  under  that  decision  I  think  it  is  my  duty  to  do  it,  if  the  com- 
mittee will  permit  me;  as  I  said  the  other  day,  that  is  the  reason  I 
"asked  the  chairman  if  its  proceeding  is  to  be  based  on  this  subpoena, 
I  see  no  reason  for  doii^g  anything  more  than  meet  the  simple  ques- 
tion, Is  there  anything  in  the  charges  or  in  the  nature  of  the  inquiry 
that  suggests  a  point  on  which  we  would  shed  any  light  by  producing 
these  books  ana  papers?  I  confess — looking  at  it  with  an  unbiased 
judgment,  and  appearing  as  temperate  as  a  man  can  in  the  midst  of 
an  intemperate  climate — I  do  not  see  any  answer  to  the  proposition 
at  all;  it  nas  gotten  beyond  me;  I  can  not  reason  any  further  about 
it.     I  have  gone  to  the  end  of  my  capacity  for  reasoning  on  it. 

In  the  Chapman  case  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  said 
this: 

The  questions  were  not  intrusions  into  the  affairs  of  the  citizen;  they  did  not  seek  to 
ascertain  any  facts  as  to  the  conduct,  methods,  extent,  or  details  of  the  business  of  the 
firm  in  question,  but  only  whether  that  firm,  confessedly  engaged  in  buying  and  selling 
stocks,  and  the  particular  stock  named,  was  employed  by  any  Senator  to  buy  or  sell  for 
him  any  of  that  stock,  whose  market  price  might  be  affected  by  the  Senate's  action. 
We  can  not  regard  these  questions  as  amounting  to  an  unreasonable  search  into  the 
private  affairs  of  the  witness,  simply  because  he  may  have  been  in  some  degree  con- 
nected with  the  alleged  transactions,  and  as  investigations  of  this  sort  are  within  the 
power  of  either  of  the  two  Houses,  they  can  not  be  defeated  on  purely  sentimental 
grounds. 

The  questions  were  undoubtedly  pertinent  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry. 
The  resolutions  directed  the  committee  to  inquire  whether  any  Senator  has  been,  or  is, 
speculating  in  what  are  known  as  "sugar  stocks"  during  the  consideration  of  the  tariff 
bill  now  before  the  Senate.    (166  U.  S.,  669.) 
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Mr.  Stevens.  You  concede,  if  your  officers  denied  that  there 
any  such  things  in  existence,  if  there  were  any  proof  that  youro? 
were  mistaken,  or  that  some  such  things  were  in  existence,  that 
position  would  then  be  void  under  the  Chapman  case,  would  jm 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes;  with  the  exception  of  this  suggestion:  2 
officers  were  swearing  one  way  and  the  evidence  was  the  other 
you  would  have  the  right  to  say,  "We  do  not  believe  your  oT 
lou  would  have  independent  testimony  from  an  independent 
You  have  not  only  nothing  of  that  sort  no,w,  but  you  nave  dispi 
that  whole  proposition. 

Mr.  Howard.  Suppose  you  went  to  court;  how  are  you  goinp 
try  this  question  out?    We  have  issued  that  particular  subpoena, r 
you  object  to  it  on  the  ground  you  have.     We  will  admit  that 
objection  was  valid  and  then  redraft  a  new  subpoena,  putting  it 
the  specific  allegations  in  the  charges,  that  you  undertook  to  defi 
certain  Member  or  elect  a  certain  Member  of  the  Sixtieth  Cor' 
and  that  we  wanted  your  books  and  papers  to  show  that. 
would  get  rid  of  all  the  objections  you  have  urged. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Howard.  You  would  answer  that  under  oath  in  court,  wcm 
you  not  ? 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Howard.  By  saying  you  had  no  such  books  and  papers! 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes*  sir. 

Mr.  Howard.  Now  then,  the  other  side  would  traverse  your  answ* 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Howard.  It  would  undertake  to  prove  your  answer  not  trse 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Howard.  On  the  trial  of  the  issue  made  by  that  traverse  wouH 
the  other  side  get  the  evidence  to  support  their  traverse  or  would  thet 
have  to  furnish  it  aliunde. 

Mr.  Littleton.  They  would  have  to  furnish  it  aliunde. 

Mr.  Howard.  If  they  were  compelled  under  law  to  furnish  k 
aliunde,  would  you  not,  until  they  proved  the  issue  under  that  trav- 
erse, be  protected  by  your  original  answer? 

Mr.  Littleton.  Undoubtedly  so. 

Mr.  Howard.  Would  we  have  any  greater  right  than  in  court? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  do  not  think  so;    I  think  you  would  have  no 

freater  right  and  would  be  bound  by  the  same  limitations  and  vie** 
n  other  words,  it  happens  to  be  in  the  record  now  that  Mr.  Rice  has 
alreadv  denied  everything  that  could  be  suggested  by  these  charges: 
and  all  its  officers  have  done  so;  to  reframe  the  charge  wouldsimplf 
mean,  they  would  have  to  appear  and  say  again,  "We  have  no  sueh 
books  and  papers,  because  we  never  did  any  such  thing." 

It  seems  to  me  that  when  the  charges  were  begun  and  we  started 
out  in  this  investigation  six  weeks  ago,  large  latitude  was  given  w 
everybody  by  the  committee,  to  us  as  well  as  to  anybody  else,  to 
cross-auestion  in,  and  to  do  as  we  like  about  it;  large  latitude  has 
been  allowed  since  that  time,  and  in  this  debate  we  have  been  allowed 
large  latitude.  This  whole  investigation  rests  upon  the  unsupported 
moral  convictions  of  one  man;  no,  not  so  much  as  that,  on  nothing  | 
more  than  persistent,  prevailing  rumor. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Well,  now,  what  have  you  to  say  about  the  question 
of  excessive  costs  in  the  pending  appropriation  bill? 
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Mr.  Littleton.  The  pending  appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  Stevens.  Yes;  as  the  basis  for  the  production  of  your  books 
and  papers. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Take  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lilley  on  the  question 
of  cost;  he  says  that  he  got  his  estimates  of  cost  by  having  a  compu- 
tation made  by  the  secretary,  and  by  Mr.  Neff ,  I  think,  for  part  of  it. 
Now,  the  whole  proof,  if  you  would  call  it  proof,  is  made  up  of  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Neff.  Mr.  Neff  belongs  to  the 
other  company.  Like  myself,  he  would  not  want  to  make  up  the 
testimony  as  to  cost;  I  would  suspect  myself  if  I  did  it,  and  I  am 
satisfied  Mr.  Neff  would  suspect  himself.  Mr.  Webster  I  shall  not 
comment  upon;  I  do  not  think  he  is  competent  to  say  anything 
about  the  submarines  any  more  than  any  other  intelligent  boy  of  his 
agje.  Just  consider  how  reckless  it  is  to  go  before  an  intelligent  com- 
mittee of  representative  men,  to  go  before  this  country,  and  to  throw 
out  this  suggestion.  Do  we  have  to  answer  because  of  that?  Would 
a  committee  of  Congress,  appointed  to  investigate  this  matter  of 
cost,  require  the  company  to  come  in  and  divulge  its  books  and  cost 
account  because  the  secretary  of  some  Congressman  has  said  that? 
We  have  the  officers  of  the  departments  of  the  Government  who  are 
familiar  with  this  question,  and  they  tell  us  that  the  cost  is  reason- 
able. We  have  the  fact  that  they  have  accepted  our  prices.  We 
have  the  testimony  of  our  own  constructor,  than  whom  I  think  there 
is  no  better,  Mr.  Spear.  We  have  our  own  figures  at  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment now,  and  at  the  command  of  this  committee.  Will  vou  gentle- 
men seriously  and  earnestly  contemplate  the  spectacle  of  an  under- 
strapper overruling  the  wh<Jle  Navy  Department  ? 

Mr.  Olmsted,  i  ou  said  a  blueprint  cost  $10  and  a  boat  $100,000. 
Is  that  the  result  of  computation  * 

Mr.  Littleton.  Not  at  all.  That  was  an  illustration;  I  was  trying 
to  give  the  proportion,  and  I  took  that  of  a  blueprint  costing  $10  and  a 
boat  costing  $100,000;  there  was  no  computation.  I  want  to  say  we' 
have  been  up  against  a  proposition  of  competition  with  the  blueprints 
all  the  while.  Certain  men  take  up  the  idea,  build  boats,  demonstrate 
their  ability,  and  then  a  lot  of  blueprints  are  put  on  the  table  by 
would-be  competitors  against  this  boat.    I  use  that  as  an  illustration. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask  whether  you  have  any  author- 
ity or  any  suggestion  to  offer  regarding  the  power  of  this  committee 
to  demand  the  production  of  those  boolcs  ana  papers  by  way  of  cross- 
examination;  tnat  seems  to  have  been  a  point  which  has  not  been 
fully  elucidated,  and  was  referred  to  by  Mr.  Brown,  who  contended 
that  although  Mr.  Lilley  might  be  our  witness,  we  had  no  right  to  call 
for  his  letters  by  way  of  cross-examination.     Now,  let  me  refer  you  to 

Eage  22  of  the  printed  record,  where  Mr.  Lilley  modifies  his  statement 
efore  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and  said: 

I  should  again  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  I  have  made  no  charge  against  the  mem- 
bership of  the  House,  but  only  against  the  improper  methods  pursued  hy  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  and  its  predecessor  to  influence  Members  of  the  House,  and  notwith- 
standing which  the  Committee  on  Rules,  of  its  own  motion,  prepared  and  reported 
a  resolution  under  which  the  committee  is  proceeding,  which  reads  as  follows: 

tl  Resolved,  That  a  committee  of  five  Members  be  appointed  to  investigate  the 
charges  made  by  said  George  L.  Lilley  of  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of  said  com- 
pany and  of  Members  of  Congress  with  respect  to  legislation." 

The  first  statement  of  this  resolution,  that  I  have  made  charges  of  corrupt  practices 
on  the  part  of  said  company,  is  correct.    The  further  statement,  that  I  have  made 
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charges  of  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of  Members  of  Congress,  is  not  cotrect  a^ 
variance  with  the  tenor  of  my  original  resolution  and  of  my  statement  made  Y"*" 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Now,  after  summoning  all  the  witnesses  whose  names  had 
suggested  by  Mr.  Lilley,  and  after  going  further  here,  endear 
to  verify  his  charges  by  witnesses  who  the  committee  thought  i 
know  whether  there  had  been  any  corrupt  practice,   nameh\ 
officials  of  the  rival  company,  and  when  the  summoning  of  all  ti 
witnesses  had  failed  to  disclose  in  oral  testimony  any  substantiation! 
the  charges,  some  seven  weeks  after  the  statement  referred  to  < 
page  22,  Mr.  Lilley  in  his  testimony  said  [Mr.  Broussard  cond 
the  examination] : 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  charge  that  these  methods  have  been  effective. 
Congress  has  been  influenced  by  these  methods? — A.  I  do  not  charge  any  Membtf  4 
Congress,  Mr.  Broussard. 

That  seemed  to  be,  after  seven  weeks  of  taking  testimony,  a 
firmation  of  his  opinion  stated  at  the  first  meeting  of  the  committee. 
That  left  only  Ins  charge  of  corrupt  practices  on  part  of  this  boat1 
company  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  Members.  The  only  specific 
way  in  which  that  charge  could  be  made  good  under  his  origual 
statement  was  through  the  corrupting  influences  of  the  press:  and 
on  page  1587  this  question  was  asked: 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  about  the  press,  and  not  about  a  man  visiting  chambers  of  Congrea 
and  municipal  buildings;  I  am  asking  about  the  press.  Do  you  make  thatspecffic 
charge? — A.  Whether  tliey  have  corrupted  any  Member  of  Congress? 

Q.  Yes;  whether  they  have  been  enective? — A.  I  can  not  aay  that  they  have. 

Q.  You  charge,  I  understand,  that  this  company  has  been,  through   its  repre- 
hensible methods,  able  to  secure  contracts  with  tne  Navy  Department  whereby  u&r  \ 
have  made  profits  that  are  beyond  the  normal  profits  of  men  engaged  in  business?— A. 
Yea,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  charge  that  the-men  connected  with  the  making  of  these  contracts  vi&  I 
this  company  have  been  corrupted  by  the  men  who  have  secured  the  contracts?— A. 
No,  sir;  i  do  not. 

Now,  the  question  I  wish  to  ask  is  whether,  after  that  withdrawing 
of  the  charge,  this  committee  can  by  way  of  cross-examination 
demand  any  of  these  books  and  papers  to  substantiate  any  of  the  infor- 
mation.    Have  you  any  authority  or  any  suggestion  to  make? 

Mr.  Littleton.  You  mean  demand  the  books  and  papers  of  the  boat 
company,  after  the  withdrawing  of  the  charge  under  the  questions 
of  Mr.  Broussard? 

The  Chairman.  Yes;  after  the  charge  that  remains  after  that 
withdrawing,  namely,  that  there  has  been  corruption  on  the  part  of 
the  boat  company,  tut  not  affecting  Members  or  members  of  the 
Navy  Committee. 

Mr.  Littleton.  As  I  said  a  little  while  ago,  although  I  did  not  have 
this  clear  evidence  before  me  at  the  time,  Congress  has  no  power  to 
investigate  a  citizen  for  the  fun  of  investigating  him,  nor  a  corpora- 
tion; I  do  not  care  how  corrupt  a  citizen  is,  nor  how  nefarious  and 
devious  are  the  ways  of  a  corporation.  In  other  words,  as  you  sug- 
gest, the  record  shows  that  these  charges  were  first  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules;  as  I  understand,  that  neither  comprises  by  evolu- 
tion nor  devolution  the  charge  that  there  was  corruption  on  part  of 
Members  of  the  House  whom  Mr.  Lilley  said  he  did  not  want  to  name. 
When  this  committee  was  organized  he  said  at  the  outset  he  charged 
the  boat  company  with  an  attempt  to  corrupt  Members  of  Congress, 
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>ut  he  did  not  name  Members  of  Congress.  Now,  we  still  have, 
ifter  seven  or  eight  weeks,  the  final  question  left  us  of  attempting  to 
>xert  influence  on  Congress.  Thus  the  charges  finally  dwindle  down 
;o  the  proposition  "that  this  is  a  corrupt  boat  company. 

Mr.  Howard.  Impotently  corrupt. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Yes;  an  emasculated  boat  company. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Conceding  that  up  to  this  time  there  is  no  apparent 
>a8is,  as  you  claim,  but  this  committee  has  made  further  demand 
ipon  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  that  they  produce  their  books 
md  contracts,  and  has  demanded  or  Mr.  Charles  R.  Flint,  who  is 
nformed  about  such  matters,  that  he  produce  contracts  and  infor- 
nation;  now,  if  those  witnesses  do  produce,  as  I  presume  they  will, 
heir  books  and  papers,  and  show  an  unjust,  undue,  and  excessive 
>rofit,  would  not  the  result,  which  might  be  the  basis  for  legislation 
ind  charges  against  you — could  not  that  evidence  be  used  as  a  basis 
or  the  production  of  your  books  and  papers?  Suppose  the  Lake 
Company  produced  their  papers  and  contracts,  ana  Mr.  Flint  his 
K>oks  and  contracts,  and  all  of  this  evidence  gathered  in  that  way 
rould  show  that  you  had  received  an  unjust  and  excessive  profit, 
tnd  that  you  would  receive  an  unjust  and  excessive  profit,  in  view 
>f  the  legislation  that  was  proposed  in  the  House  bill,  would  not  that 
>e  a  basis  for  our.  compelling  the  production  ot  your  books  and 
>apers? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  am  willing  to  make  this  sort  of  a  statement, 
dr.  Stevens:  If  Mr.  Flint  produces  anything  at  any  time,  or  Mr 
jake  produces  anything  about  the  cost  of  any  of  our  vessels,  or 
heira,  for  that  matter,  showing  excessive  profit,  I  wish  to  go  upon 
ecord  that  I  do  not  think  it  within  the  scope  df  this  resolution;  Dut 
ve  will  give  the  committee  no  trouble  on  the  question  of  cost. 

Mr.  Stevens.  And  that  the  profit  would  go  to  your  company 
olely .  If  these  gentlemen  prove  by  the  production  of  their  books  and 
tapers  and  contracts  that  a  tremendously  unjust  and  corrupt  profit 
srould  accrue  to  you,  could  not  we  then  compel 

Mr.  Littleton.  In  the  first  place,  I  do  not  like  to  admit  one  state- 
aent  that  you  make — that  is,  that  in  "truth  we  have  got  any  such 
>rofit.     The  facts  are  just  the  other  way. 

Mr.  Stevens.  That  is  not  a  part  of  my  contention;  but  suppose 
hat  was  proved  by  a  production  of  the  books  and  papers  ? 

Mr.  Littleton.  If  they  produced  books  to  show  that  we  have 
>een  making  misrepresentations  about  profits,  we  would  be  anxious 
o  demonstrate  to  the  committee  that  we  have  not.  We  know  that 
3  not  so.     The  cost  of  construction  we'do  not  care  a  thing  about. 

Mr.  Stevens.  We  understand  that  if  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr.  Flint  show 
heir  books  and  papers,  and  they  show  an  excessive  profit,  we  can  use 
hat  as  a  basis  of  compelling  yours. 

Mr.  Littleton.  You  make  it  as  a  basis  for  a  request;  we  acknowl- 
dge  no  compulsion  at  all.  In  other  words,  we  do  not  care  about  the 
luestion  of  cost  one  minute  before  this  committee.  You  can  have 
he  cost  of  our  boats;  the  cost  of  construction.  We  are  fighting  on 
he  general  question  involved.  We  feel  that  it  is  our  duty  toward 
ourselves  and  to  the  committee,  and  to  everybody  else,  not  to 
deld  too  much  to  the  dictates  of  rumor  and  suggestion  and  gossip. 
['here  must  be  some  limitation  to  the  point  to  which  a  private  con- 
ern  can  be  driven  under  the  mere  threat  and  fear  of  rumor.     There 
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must  be  some  point  beyond  which  we  must  not  let  ourselves  be 
for  the  sake  of  our  stockholders. 

What  is  there  about  us  that  makes  us  a  corrupt  company? 
has  been  thrown  about  us  suspicion;  men  point  their  finger  ai  is 
say,  "  There  goes  the  Electric  Boat  Company. M 

Mr.  Stevens.  They  have  hired  pretty  good  lawyers. 

Mr.  Littleton.  Your  suggestion  is  that  they  have  hired  kwyi 
I  would  admit  more  than  this.  They  have  hired  attorneys  in  \Vi 
ingjton,  in  Michigan,  and  in  Connecticut.  But  who  says  that  Goi 
did  anything  in  his  district?  Does  Mr.  Loud  say  it;  Gordon,  £ 
borough,  or  Lilley  say  it  1  Who  says  that  Congressmen  in  Wii 
ington  have  done  more  than  Mr.  Thurston  has  done,  or  Xeff?  Hfc 
Thurston  was  once  our  counsel 

Mr.  Howard.  Have  not  the  Lake  Company  in  that  regard  flUr 
tered  you  by  sincere  imitation? 

Mr.  Littleton.  I  am  not  certain  that  they  have  not  outdone 
in  point  of  ability.  I  must  say,  as  somebody  said  on  the  committe, 
that  Senator  Thurston  is  a  host.  I  thought  that  was  only  a  pletf 
antry  of  the  committee,  but  when  I  began  to  see  the  product  of  ifi 
hand  following  in  first  one  way  and  then  another,  and  that  his 

Erivate  hall-mark  was  on  almost  all  the  papers  here,  I  began  to  befien 
e  was  more  than  a  host.  I  said  to  myself  we  may  have  a  multitadi 
of  lawyers,  but  they  have  not  done  as  much  as  one  distinguish 
lawyer  has  done  for  the  Lake  Company. 

Now,  I  want  to  close  with  one  other  suggestion.  Mr.  KellcMp^of 
Connecticut,  I  think  he  was  one  of  the  names  mentioned.  Fnnk 
Taylor,  a  clubmate  and  friend  of  Mr.  Lilley,  came  down  and  requested 
him  to  vote.     I  think  -that  is  the  only  one. 

We  feel  that  we  should  not  be  compelled  to  put  our  books  and 
papers  on  the  table  before  the  committee  at  the  behest  of  rumoissef 
on  foot  by  propaganda  for  a  rival  boat  company,  and  the  only  rival 
wre  have. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ROYAL  W.  THOMPSON. 

Royal  W.  Thompson,  being-first  duly  sworn,  upon  being  examined 
testified  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Q.  Mr.  Thompson,  you  live  in  Washington? — A.  I  am  here  during 
the  session  of  Congress  only. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  Washington? — A.  I  have  been  here 
during  the  sessions  of  Congress  since  November,  1897. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  or  have  you  read  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Webster  f~ 
A.  I  have  heard  rumor  that  there  was  such  testimony;  I  have  not 
seen  it  or  read  it  or  had  it  read  to  me. 

Q.  Has  anyone  told  it  to  you? — A.  The  first  I  knew — I  suppo* 
you  refer  to  tne  testimony  of  Mr.  Webster  in  which  my  name  is  used. 

Q.  Yes. — A.  Yes;  yesterday  morning,  I  should  say  about  11 
o'clock,  possibly  later,  wThen  the  gentleman  wThose  name  was  used  in 
connection  wdth  mine  in  that  testimony,  which  should  not  have  been 
used  there,  came  into  his  office — I  refer  now  to  Senator  Bulkeley. 

Q.  I  have  not  asked  you  to  mention  names. — A.  I  mention  it 
because  it  was  mentioned,  as  I  understand,  by  Mr.  Webster;  other- 
wise I  would  not  have  mentioned  it.     He  said,  "Thompson,  I  under- 
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stand  they  got  you,"  or  words  to  that  effect,  "in  the  submarine 
investigation?"  I  said,  "Is  that  so?"  He  said,  "Yes;  it  was  in 
the  paper  yesterday."  I  said,  "I  have  not  seen  it."  That  was  all 
that  passed  between  us.  Later  in  the  day  Mr.  Webster  called  in  the 
committee  room,  I  suppose  to  pass  the  time  of  day;  he  appeared  to 
have  no  other  business.  He  said,  "Well,  I  got  you  into  the  investi- 
gation," or  words  to  that  effect.  I  said,  "Is  that  so?"  He  said, 
"In  regard  to  that  resolution."  I  said,  "Is  that  so?"  Nothing 
further  was  said  between  us  in  regard  to  the  matter,  and  shortly 
Mr.  Webster  went  out.  A  Connecticut  newspaper  man  who  calfs 
at  the  office  every  day  to  gather  such  items  of  news  that  we  might 
have  in  our  office  of  interest  to  people  reading  the  papers  of  Connec- 
ticut represented  by  himself  and  others,  asked  me  in  regard  to  the 
matter,  and  he  told  me  about  the  matter,  as  I  have  heard  before, 
that  Mr.  Webster  had  brought  my  name  into  the  matter  in  regard 
to  some  resolution.  Now  what  there  is  in  that  testimony  I  do  not 
know  any  further. 

Q.  That  is  the  extent  of  the  conversation  you  had  with  Mr.  Web- 
ster?— A.  That  is  the  extent  of  the  conversation.  Now,  in  regard 
to  the  matter,  if  my  understanding  of  this  testimony  is  correct, 
some,  I  should  say,  two  or  three  weeks,  possibly  not  as  long,  before 
the  introduction  of  the  resolution  in  the  House  in  regard  to  this 
inquiry,  or  investigation,  Mr.  Webster  called  at  my  office  in  the 
Senate  wing  of  the  Capitol.  He  said,  "Thompson,  I  am  not  very 
much  experienced  down  here;  I  am  new  at  this  work,  but  I  have 
been  retjuested  by  Mr.  Lilley  to  get  up  some  resolutions.  Now,  I 
have  a  draft  of  some  resolutions  here.  I  do  not  know  whether  they 
are  in  proper  form  or  not.  I  wish  you  would  tell  me  whether  they 
are."  I  looked  at  them  and  saw  the  purport  of  it  and  passed  them 
back.  I  said,  "I  do  not  know  anything  about  this,  Mr.  Webster, 
and  I  do  not  want  to  know  anything  about  it."  He  said,  "I  want 
to  know  just  simply  as  regards  to  the  form."  I  took  up  one  resolu- 
tion, which  was  tne  first  resolution,  I  understand,  that  has  been  pro- 
duced here  in  regard  to  the  investigation  of  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany. It  had  a  page  or  so  of  whereases.  I  said,  "What  do  you 
expect  to  do  with  this  resolution — simply  introduce  it  for  the  effect 
it  might  have,  or  is  this  resolution  to  be  introduced  to  be  acted  upon?" 
He  said,  "This  resolution  is  to  be  introduced  to  be  acted  upon." 
I  am  quoting  as  best  I  can  from  memory.  I  said,  "Cut  out  all  of 
your  whereases;  just  simply  put  in  the  resolution  asking  for  this 
investigation.  Cut  out  all  of  your  whereases  and  do  not  give  away 
any  evidence  you  may  have." 

Now,  in  the  resolution  there  was  a  reference,  the  wording  I  can  not 
quote,  but  which  in  my  estimation  reflected  in  a  maimer,  or  might  be 
construed  to  reflect,  upon  the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Naval 
AJIairs  of  the  House.  I  said:  "I  would  cut  that  out."  I  sat  down 
&t  my  typewriter  and  on  a  piece  of  pad  paper  I  struck  off  in  rough 
iraft  the  substance  I  had  in  mind,  leaving  out  whereases  and  reference 
bo  the  members  of  the  committee  and  passed  that  to  him.  Then  he 
hiad  another  resolution,  which  I  hardly  read  through:  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  did.  He  said :  "  I  do  not  know  whether  we  will  do  anything 
with  this  resolution  or  not."  I  said:  "If  you  do  not  expect  to  do 
much  with  it,  but  simply  for  the  effect  it  might  have  on  the  public  to 
lave  such  a  resolution  introduced,  I  would  leave  your  whereases  in, 
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or  as  many  whereases  as  you  can  in,  if  you  are  looking  after  anyihi 
that  character/ '  That  is  all  the  conversation  we  had.  Mr.  Wei*4  ' 
went  from  the  committee  room,  and  I  saw  nothing  more  of  the 
tions  until  after  they  had  been  introduced  in  the  House,  which  I  she 
say  was  all  of  two  weeks  after  that.  My  impression  was  that 
had  been  a  long  delay  in  introducing  the  resolution  he  had  in  na^  j 
to  introduce.  When  they  were  introduced,  I  procured  copies  of  tb 
resolutions  in  the  document  room,  and  I  did  not  recognize  any  rf 
handiwork  in  the  resolution.  Xhat  is  all,  gentlemen,  I  know  at 
this  affair  in  any  way,  shape,  or  manner,  except  I  wish  to  say  there 
no  authority,  there  is  no  reason  or  no  cause  for  the  name  of  Senate] 
Bulkeley  to  be  drawn  into  this,  as  it  has  been  in  one  or  two  insi 
whatever,  and  probably  the  gentleman  who  testified  Saturday 
not  intend  that  it  should  be  so  construed,  but  the  ever  diligent  Deis- 
paper  man  is  always  looking  for  an  opportunity  to  make  big  headii^% 
and  it  looks  very  fine  that  Senator  Bulkeley  revised  the  resolution*. 
In  regard  to  Senator  Bulkeley,  he  knew  nothing  about  Mr.  Webst* 
coming  to  me  at  that  time.  After  this  investigation  had  been  ob  I 
did  tell  Mr.  Bulkeley  Mr.  Webster  had  been  over  there,  and  told  tb 
whole  circumstance.  The  matter  had  been  so  trivial  in  my  miaJ 
before,  and  I  assumed  that  the  next  thing  I  would  be  called  beta* 
the  committee,  and,  gentlemen,  I  am  here. 

Q.  We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you.  That  is  a  very  clear  state- 
ment, but  I  am  requested  to  ask  one  or  two  questions.  What  ifii 
Mr.  Webster  state  was  the  object  of  the  resolution,  I  mean  now  the 
first  one  he  showed  to  you  about  investigating  the  Electric  Bod 
Company? — A.  Mr.  Webster,  so  far  as  my  recollection  is  concerned 
did  not  state  anything  more  than  I  have  told  you  at  present.  1  did 
not  inquire  into  what  evidence  he  had  or  expected  to  accomplish 
except  as  I  stated  before,  I  asked  him  "Do  you  expect  this  resolu- 
tion to  be  a  working  resolution,  a  resolution  that  will  be  taken  up 
and  something  done  with  it,  or  is  it  a  resolution  introduced  simply 
for  the  effect  it  might  have  in  that  respect  V  That  is  the  only  way 
that  could  come  into  consideration. 

Q.  You  struck  out  that  part  of  the  resolution  which  seemed  to 
reflect  on  the  members  of  the  Naval  Committee? — A.  It  did  not 
reflect  directly,  but  it  was  by  inference.  I  considered  it  an  un- 
happv  expression  in  regard  to  the  members  of  the  committee,  but 
I  will  say  that  the  result  of  his  interview  with  me  was  not  shown  in 
the  resolution  as  introduced  in  the  House. 

Q.  Mr.  Lilley's  resolution  was  introduced  on  the  20th  of  February, 
1908.  Having  that  date  in  mind,  about  when  do  you  say  it  was 
that  Mr.  Webster  first  called  upon  you? — A.  As  I  say,  it  was  before: 
I  should  think  about  a  couple  of  weeks  before  that  time.  I  know 
that  there  was  considerable  time  elapsed  between  his  calling.  I 
made  no  note  of  it  and  would  not  have  thought  any  more  about  it 
if  this  investigation  had  not  gone  on. 

Q.  Did  he  call  more  than  once? — A.  Never  but  once  upon  that 
subject. 

Q.  The  other  resolution  which  he  introduced;  did  you  recognize 
that  as  the  one  which  Mr.  Webster  showed  you? — A.  Tbat  resolution 
he  introduced  in  regard  to  the  investigation  of  navy-yards,  I  believe 
it  was.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  even  read  the  resolution.  I  can 
not  now  recall  even  what  was  in  it,  and  I  made  no  changes  in  that 
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resolution  whatsoever,  and  simply  suggested  that  if  he  did  not  expect 
to  act  upon  it,  simply  for  the  effect,  I  should  keep  in  all  the  whereases: 

Q.  You  did  not  make  any  change  whatever  m  the  form? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  that  was  or  not  the  resolution — the 
House  resolution? — A.  It  did  not  show.  It  was  simply  on  a  blank 
piece  of  paper,  simply  the  body  of  the  resolution. 

Q.  It  related  to  naval  yards  and  naval  stations? — A.  I  could  not 
tell  as  to  that.  The  other  resolution  I  hardly  read  through.  I  do  not 
know  that  I  did  read  it  through.  It  had  some  reference  to  naval 
yards,  what  I  could  not  tell. 

Q.  Did  he  show  you  any  resolution  calling  upon  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  for  information  as  to  the  cost  of  submarine  vessels? — A.  No 
sir;  I  never  have  seen  such  a  resolution. 

Q.  I  show  you  original  resolution,  House  resolution  255,  intro- 
duced by  Mr.  Lilley  on  Thursday,  February  20,  1908,  and  ask  you  if 
you  recognize  that  in  any  way  as  the  paper  which  Mr.  Webster 
showed  you? — A.  As  I  say,  the  paper. which  Mr.  Webster  showed  me 
had  nearly  a  full  page  of  whereases  to  it.  I  think  it  ran  over  to  the 
second  sheet  with  some  proviso.     Further  than  that  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  Is  that  in  its  present  form  the  report  which  you  drafted  for 
him? — A.  That  resolution  that  I  saw  is  very  much  like  what  I  sug- 
gested to  Mr.  Webster.  As  to  just  what  was  in  my  resolution  that  I 
drew  hastily  for  him,  the  rough  draft,  I  could  not  say.  It  was 
adopted  from  his  resolution. 

Q.  That  particular  piece  of  paper,  that  is  not  your  typewriting? — 
A.  Not  at  all;  we  use  the  Elite  type  entirely,  nothing  but  the  Under- 
wood machine. 

Q.  Can  you  not  recall,  having  read  this,  in  what  particular,  if  any, 
it  differed  from  the  draft  you  prepared  for  him? — A.  That  does  not 
appear  to  differ  scarcely  any,  but  that  is  not  the  resolution  the  printed 
copy  of  which  I  had  on  my  desk  over  there,  which  I  suppose  was  the 
resolution  which  he  introduced. 

Q.  This  is  the  one  he  introduced.  It  is  fair  to  say  to  you  that  the 
resolution  under  which  we  are  acting  is  different  from  this  ? — A.  That 
may  be  the  resolution  I  have  in  mind. 

Q.  I  will  show  it  to  you.  This  resolution  was  House  resolution 
255;  that  is  it,  and  we  are  acting  under  House  resolution  288. — 
A.   No;  that,  I  think,  must  be  the  resolution. 

Q.  This  resolution  255  you  find  substantially A.  That  is  sub- 

stantialy  what  I  had  in  mind  when  I  drafted  the  resolution;  as  to  the 
precise  phraseology,  of,  course  I  could  not  testify. 

Q.  As  Mr.  Webster  had  prepared  his  resolution,  did  it  call  for  a 
select  committee  or  did  it  contemplate  that  the  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs  would  make  the  investigation? — A.  My  understanding  as  I 
read  the  resolution  is  that  he  intended  it  to  be  a  special  investigation 
and  the  House  was  going  to  order  it  through  the  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs 

Q.  In  the  draft  which  you  prepared  did  you  so  provide  ? — A  As  I 
say,  I  tried  to  adopt  what  he  nad  in  his  resolution  to  cover  the  same 
ground,  but  what,  to  me,  I  thought  was  a  little  happier  form. 

Q.  This  original  resolution,  House  resolution  255,  you  identify  as 
substantially  the  draft  which  you  prepared? — A.  Covering  in  sub- 
stance what  I  had.  I  could  not  identify  the  draft  I  had  unless  I  had 
it  in  my  own  typewriting  and  I  could  swear  it  was  done  on  my  type- 
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writer.  I  gave  it  very  little  consideration.  I  was  very  busy  at  t)| 
time,  and  Mr.  Webster  was  in  the  room  I  don't  think  over  fiftel 
minutes  all  told. 

Q.  What  is  your  place  of  residence,  Mr.  Thompson  ? — A.  My  \tgt 
residence  is  New  Britain,  Conn. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  the  day  and  the  week  upon  which  Mr.  Webste 
called  ? — A*.  I  could  not  give  you  any  idea  except  that  it  wa*  t 
week  day. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  the  time  of  day? — A.  It  was  in  the  middle  or 
latter  part  of  the  afternoon,  I  should  judge.  I  know  it  was  tk 
busiest  time  of  the  day  for  me,  and  that  is  the  busiest  time  of  tk 
day,  and  1  know,  I  think,  that  at  that  time  when  he  interrupted  me 
I  was  going  over  my  mail,  getting  ready  for  the  Senator's  signature, 
and  I  usually  do  that  along  about  4  o'clock. 

Q.  This  resolution  was  introduced  the  20th  of  Febiuarv,  and  yon 
think  that  would  be  about  two  weeks  earlier — that  would  be  Thurs- 
day?—  \.  It  may  be.  I  know  that  Mr.  Webster  stated  that  Mr. 
Lilley  was  out  of  the  town  at  the  time,  and  asked  him  to  prepare  this 
resolution  or  to  have  some  matter  in  shape  for  Kim  when  he  returnei 

Q.  How  long  previously  had  vou  heard  anything  about  the  pro- 
posed investigation? — A.  Never  heard  of  it  before  that,  except  some 
newspaper  accounts  I  saw  during  the  summer  or  fall,  and  tnat  was 
in  regard  to  some  remarks  Representative  Lilley  had  made  at  some 
function  or  interview  he  had  given  to  the  newspaper  which  related 
not  to  the  Electric  Boat  Companv  so  much,  but  aid  to  some  narai 
yard  investigation  or  something  of  that  soft. 

Q.  I  mean  particularly  with  reference  to  the  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany.— A.  This  was  the  first  I  heard  of  it,  when  Mr.  Webster  came 
into  the  committee  room  at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Webster  subsequently  call  upon  you  with  reference  to 
that? — A.  He  never  called  in  my  committee  room  in  relation  to  that 
matter  either  before  or  subsequent  to  that  time  until,  as  I  say,  he 
dropped  in  casually  and  made  reference  to  the  fact  that  my  name  was 
brought  into  the  matter  last  Saturday. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  Mr.  Webster? — A.  Never  met  Ifr.  j 
Webster  until  he  came  down  here  this  session  of  Congress  with  Mr.  ] 
Lilley.  and  it  was  shortly  after  the  convening  of  Congress  Mr.  Lilley 
brought  him  over  to  the  committee  room  and  introduced  him. 

Q.  How  frequently  have  you  called  upon  him  since  that  intro- 
duction ? — A.  1  do  not  suppose  I  met  Mr.  Webster  a  half  a  dozen 
times  all  told.  I  was  over  in  this  building  once  before,  it  was  after 
this  investigation  commenced,  to  call  upon  another  Member  here, 
and  dropped  in  to  Mr.  Lilley's  room  to  pass  the  time  of  day  with 
Mr.  Webster. 

Q.  What  conversation  have  you  had  with  Mr.  Lilley  upon  the  sub- 
ject?— A.  I  never  have  had  any  conversation  with  him  upon  the 
subject. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  any  newspaper  man  about  this,  Mr.  Thomp- 
son?— A.  About  this  investigation? 

Q.  Yes;  about  the  time  Mr.  Webster  wTent  to  your  office  first.— A 
Never;  no,  sir.  I  have  not  talked  with  any  newspaper  man  about 
this  matter,  except  since  the  investigation  was  started,  and  our  news- 
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paper  men,  necessarily  coming  to  our  office  every  day,  came  in,  I  asked 
them,  "How  is  the  investigation  progressiRg?" 

Q.  I  am  speaking  of  the  time  when  Mr.  Webster  went  to  you. 
Did  Mr.  Webster  ask  you  to  keep  this  matter  confidential? — A.  He 
did  not  say  so,  but  I  have  been  here  long  enough,  Mr.  Stevens,  to 
understand  what  is  naturally  required  or  a  person  in  my  position 
and  expected  of  him,  and  I  would  not,  when  I  was  consulted  in  a 
matter  of  that  sort,  think  of  abusing  the  confidence  that  had  been 
pJaced  in  me.  Mr.  Webster  came  to  me,  as  I  have  stated,  at  that 
time  as  a  man  who  had  been  asked  to  perform  a  task,  and  he  was 
unfamiliar  with  it  and  knew  not  how  to  do  it,  and  I  suppose  from 
the  feeling  that  I  had  been  here  several  years  that  I  might  give  him 
advice  and  assistance,  and  he  came  there  simply  in  that  attitude, 
and  I  tried  to  render  the  assistance  in  that  attitude,  the  same  as  I 
would  to  anyone  else  who  came  to  me  in  the  same  manner  he  did. 

Q.  In  commenting  on  that  resolution  did  he  narrate  to  you  the 
facts  that  they  had  at  hand  and  expected  to  prove? — A.  He  did  not. 
I  told  him  I  did  not  want  to  know  anything  about  that.  When  I 
handed  back  the  resolution,  I  said:  "I  do  not  know  anything  about 
this  and  I  do  not  want  to  know  anything  about  it." 

Q.  Did  he  name  any  Members  of  Congress  who  might  be 
involved? — A.  He  did  not,  by  inference  or  otherwise. 

Q.  And  did  he  name  any  newspapers  or  newspaper  men  who  might 
be  involved? — A.  He  did  not,  by  inference  or  otherwise. 

Q.  So  that  you  never  mentioned  this  to  anybody  until  after  the 
resolution  was  introduced? — A.  Then  I  never  mentioned  this  mat- 
ter of  my  connection  with  this  to  anyone  except,  as  I  say,  to  Senator 
Bulkeley,  as  I  would  naturally  with  respect  to  the  relation  I  hold  to 
him.  After  the  investigation  had  gone  on  and  people  called  in 
regard  to  this  matter  I  mentioned  it  to  Senator  Bulkeley,  and  that 
is  the  only  person.  * 

Q.  Did  you  mention  it  to  the  Senator  before  the  resolution  was 
introduced? — A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not,  and  not  until  after  some  news- 
paper man  had  said  something  about  some  expert  on  typewriting 
that  had  come  here,  and  I  made  the  remark  to  the  Senator  in  that 
connection:  " Perhaps  I  might  be  called  in  in  connection  with  the 
work  done  on  my  own  typewriter." 

Q.  Did  the  Senator  mention  it  to  you  before  the  resolution  was 
introduced? — A.  He  did  not. 

Q.  Did  he  mention  it  to  you  at  the  time  his  name  was  referred  to  in 
connection  with  your  knowledge  of  the  affair? — A.  He  did  shortly 
after  that.  He  offered  to  come  here  before  the  committee,  and  tele- 
phoned here,  and  later  came  over  here  himself  personallv  and  offered 
to  appear  before  the  committee.  Later  he  received  a  telegram  deny- 
ing absolutely  the  matter  in  which  his  name  was  brought  in.  He 
dictated  a  letter  to  me,  which  I  wrote,  inclosing  the  telegram  to  the 
chairman  of  this  committee.  I  know  of  that  matter;  further  than 
that  I  do  not  know  anything. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  You  feel  very  confident  that  between  the  6th  of  February  and 
the  20th  of  February  this  matter  was  not  mentioned  by  you  to  any- 
body?— A.  It  was  not  mentioned  by  me;  no,  sir. 
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The  Chairman.  Does  anybody  know  when  Admiral  Bowles 
be  here  ?  *  * 

Mr.  Littleton.  He  is  expected,  Mr.  Chairman,  to-morrow  m< 
We  sent  two  telegrams  immediately  on  the  Chair  announcing! 
wished  to  have  him  here,  although  ne  scarcely  is  within  our 
tion.     We  undertook  to  get  him  here.     His  "residence  is  in 
We  understood  the  telegram  went  to  Boston,  and  we  got  no  ^ 
We  sent  another  to  a  nlace  which  he  not  infrequently  goes  to  Sal 
day  and  Sunday,  and  Mr.  Spear,  who  knows  him  intimately  and 
has  taken  the  task  of  getting  him  here,  advises  me  he  expected 
here  to-morrow  morning  unless  the  telegram  has  missed  conned 
which  I  scarcely  think  it  has.     I  think  the  committee  may  rely 
the  fact  that  Admiral  Bowles  will  be  here  to-morrow  morning. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  to-mom* 
morning  at  10.30  o'clock. 


'1 


House  of  Representatives, 

Tuesday,  April  28,1908. 

MORNING  session. 

The  committee  met  at  10  o'clock  a.  m. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 

TESTIMONY  OF  BENJAMIN  WEBSTER— Recalled. 

Benjamin  Webster,  being  recalled,  on  being  examined,  testifWj 
as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you  ask  Mr.  Webster 
questions  ? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  have  been  sworn? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  testified  that  you  have  authority,  or  perhaps, 
Mr.  Lille}-  testified  that  you  had  authority,  to  sign  his  name.  *® 
I  correct  in  that? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  do  you  usually  sign  it?  Do  you  sign  it  just  with  Mr 
Lilley's  name,  or  do  you" say  "per  Webster' '  or  "per  W.?"— A.  I 
usually  make  a  little  mark  after  his  name. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  mark?— A.  A  sort  of  a  little  hook  after** 
name. 

(X  Do  you  connect  it  with  the  name  as  part  of  it  or  separate 1-j 
A.  Right  a  little  after  the  name,  about  one-eighth  of  an  incn. 

Q.  That  is  to  indicate  to  him  or  you,  if  you  ever  have  occasion*0 
look  at  it,  that  it  was  signed  by  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  signing  his  name  to  communications  do  you  always  sign 
it  that  way — that  is,  his  name — and  then  a  little  hook  after  it l—A  ' 
generally  do  unless 

Q.  Do  not  you  generally  sign  it  "per  Webster "  or  "perW  or/ 
something  of  that  kind  ? — A.  I  do  at  tunes. 

Q.  At  times  do  you  sign  it  "per  Webster "  or  "per  W?"— A -^ 
is  just  occasionally,  as  occasion  arises.  i 

Q.  Is  there  any  line  of  demarcation  between  the  occasions  wb$ 
you  sign  it  one  way  and  when  you  sign  it  another? — A.  Anyoftte 
Department  letters  I  probably  just  sign  in  imitation  of  the  frank- 
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)ther  letters  you  would  sign  " per  Webster"  or  "per  W.?" — 
A.  No;  other  letters  I  would  sign  in  the  same  way;  general  letters 
I  would  sign  that  way. 

Q.  Which- way?— A.  In  imitation  of  the  frank. 

Q.  In  general  correspondence  which  way  do  you  sign  it? — A.  Usu- 
ally in  imitation  of  the  frank. 

Q.  Why  do  you  at  any  time  sign  it  "by  Webster"  if  you  do  so 
sign  it  that  way?  Which  way  do  vou  sign  it,  "per  Webster"  or 
"per  W?"— A.  "Webster"  or  "B/W."  If  I  am  writing  to  Mr. 
Lflley's  brother.  I  sign  it  "B.  W."  to  indicate  that  I  wrote  it. 

Q.  In  general  correspondence  suppose  that  old  man  Smith  writes 
about  his  pension,  how  would  you  sign  that? — A.  Usually  like  the 
frank. 

Q.  In  imitation  of  his  signature? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  usually  without  a  hook? — A.  Usually  with  a  hook.  I  may 
have  omitted  it  at  times,  but  it  is  purely  accidental  if  I  do.  I 
usually  put  the  hook  after  it. 

Q.  In  writing  to  his  brother  vou  use  "per  W?" — A.  "B.  W."  or 
"Webster." 

Q.  Your  initials? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  a  letter  is  dictated  to  you  by  Mr.  Lilley  and  you  sign  it, 
howr  do  you  indicate  that? — A.  WKy  usually  to  his  brother  I  usually 
sign  "B.  W." 

Q.  And  to  some  one  else? — A.  Both  ways.  I  do  not  have  any  reg- 
ular way.  I  may  sign  one  one  way  and*  the  other  the  other  way, 
but  all  Department  letters  with  the  hook,  in  imitation  of  the  frank, 
and  letters  of  the  same  nature. 

Q.  You  testified  that  you  signed  a  letter  addressed  by  Mr.  Lilley 
to  Mr.  Goff  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  sign  that? — A.  In  imitation  of  his  frank,  with 
the  hook,  as  I  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  happen  to  have  any  papers  in  your  pocket,  or  copies 
of  anything  which  you  have  signed  in  either* way? — A.  Not  in  my 
pocket;  no,  sir. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  mark  is  that  hook — how  much  of  a  hook  do  you 
use? — A.  It  is  about  one  thirty-second  of  an  inch.  It  runs  from  the 
left  up  to  the  right. 

Q.  Just  make  an  imitation  there  upon  a  paper,  so  that  we  can  get 
an  idea  of  what  the  hook  is. — A.  (After  writing  on  paper.)  I  have 
made  two  there,  one  I  think  being  flowed  too  freely. 

Q.  They  are  not  at  all  alike.  Just  sign  his  name,  with  the  hook, 
and  then  we  will  get  an  idea  of  it. 

(Witness  writes  name ' " Geo.  L.  Lilley.") 

Q.  Do  you  ever  sign  his  name  in  quite  a  different  style  from  that  ? — 
A.  When  I  sign  my  own  name  I  just  write  my  ordinary  hand,  with 
my  initials. 

Q.  Will  you  show  us  how  you  sign  it  ? 

(Witness  writes  a  second  time  on  the  same  paper,  "Geo.  L.  Lil- 
ley" with  a  "B.  W."  underneath.) 

~Q.  Do  you  ever  sign  "Geo.  L.  Lilley,  Webster?"— A.  "Webster" 
or  "B.  W."  I  believe  the  chairman  has  a  letter  signed  bv  me  "George 
L.  Lilley,  Webster." 

Q.  (Showing  witness  letter.)  Is  this  the  letter,  dated  April  12, 
1908?— -A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  one. 
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Q.  This  is  a  letter  to  Hon.  H.  S.  Boutell,  chairman  select  ccMnmk- 
tee,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C:  "My  Dear  3r. 
Replying  to  your  kind  favor  of  the  lltn  would  say  that  I  left  the 
entire  set  of  questions  with  the  committee.  Respectfully,  Geo.  L 
Lilley,"  and  under  the  "Lilley"  is  written  "Webster."  Over  at  tfe 
left,  "April  12,  1908.  die.  not  read,"  being  for  " dictated ?"-A.  Y«s7 
sir. 

Q.  Whv  did  you  adopt  a  different  style  from  that  one  from  ,whkk 
you  usually  signed  ?— A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  had  anyspjecial  reason 
unless  that  Mr.  Lilley.  always  submitted  everything  to  this  committee 
over  his  own  signature,  to  mv  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  you  sign  any  of  the  lists  of  questions  or  communications 
which  usually  came  to  this  committee  addressed  to  Mr.  Chairman, 
•"The  committee  desire  the  following  questions  to  be  put  to  wit- 
nesses," and  signed  at  the  bottom,  "ueorge  L.  Lilley;"  did  yw 
sign  any  of  them? — A.  I  am  quite  positive  I  did  not.  I  am  not 
certain  about  the  earlier  letters,  out  I  am  pretty  sure  signal 
everything. 

Q.  Then  you  did  sometimes  write  after  the  style  of  Mr.  Lflleys 
writing? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Would  you  write  something  now  if  I  would  dictate  it  to  you  I— 
A.  I  don't  know.  I  never  wrote  on  any  words.  I  just  copied  ikt 
frank;  that  is  all  I  am  familiar  with. 

Q.  Would  you  object  to  tiring  it? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Suppose  you  take  this  letter:  "To  the  Hon.  George  L.  Ldflej, 
House  of  Representatives.  My  Dear  Sir:  From  deliberate  motrre 
of  pure  disinterestedness  I  beg  to  say  that  all  American  citizens  are 
indignant  at  all  forms  of  corruption.  The  Electric  Boat  Company, 
whose  president,  Isaac  L.  Rice,  has  never  had  a  South  American  m 
his  employ. 

"The  lobby  crowds  out  all  others. 

"In  times  past  various  Congressmen  from  New  York  and  Virginia 
have  entertained  the  same  sentiments. 

"Popular  sentiment  is  against  offering  bribes  to  certain  officials. 
Very  truly,  yours,  George  E.  Lilley." 

(The  witness  here  writes  as  directed,  and  the  paper  is  handed  to 
the  committee.) 

Q.  Is  this  in  your  own  usual  style  or  after  the  fashion  of  Repre- 
sentative Lilley' s  style  of  handwriting? — A.  I  do  not  know  as  it  nas 
been  written  in  either,  but  I  have  endeavored  to  make  it  like  Mr. 
Lilley  s. 

Q.  Will  you  write  the  matter  in  your  own  handwriting,  in  tie 
style  in  winch  you  usually  write  ? 

(The  witness  writes  as  directed.) 

Q.  Will  you  sign  that  iust  as  this  letter  of  April  12,  1908^  to  Mr. 
Boutell  is  signed  and  under  that  sign  you  own  name  ? — A.  You  gaw 
me  " George  E.  Lilley/' 

Q.  Sign  it  just  as  it  is  there.  Your  natural  hand  is  rather  aback- 
hand? — A.  les,  sir. 

Q.  You  usually  write  with  what  kind  of  a  pen? — A.  I  usuallv 
write  with  a  medium  stub  pen.  This  is  a  different  pen  from  what  I 
usually  sign  his  name  with. 

Q.  What  kind  of  a  pen  is  that  you  have  written  his  name  with!" 
A.  This  is  a  gold  fountain  pen  and  spreads  more. 
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Q.  I  hand  you  a  little  slip  of  paper  on  which  is  typewritten  the  word 
"sincerely"  and  then  follows  a  signature.  I  ask  you  if  you  know 
that  signature  or  have  ever  seen  it  before? — A.  I  can  not  place  it. 

Q.  xou  do  not  remember  to  have  seen  that  signature  before? — A. 
No.  sir. 

Q.  Then,  of  course,  it  was  not  written  by  you? — A.  No,  sir;  it 
was  not  wTitten  by  me. 

Q.  Now,  in  the  letter  which  you  have  testified  you  wrote  to  Mr. 
Edinborough,  which  of  these  two  styles  of  handwriting  did  you  use? — 
A.  The  sheet  upon  which  my  name  is  signed  there. 

Q.  The  one  which  is  written  backhanded? — A.  Yes,  sir.  If  you 
will  bring  me  a  medium  stub,  I  can  probably  show  you  the  way  I 
usually  write. 

(The  witness  was  here  furnished  with  a  steel  stub  pen,  with  which 
he  wrote.) 

Q.  Write  it  as  you  signed  it  to  the  Goff  letter. — A.  That  is  what  I 
have  endeavored  to  do. 

Q.  If  we  are  unable  to  distinguish  any  hook  after  a. signature 
"George  L.  Liiley"  on  the  letter  to  Mr.  Goff,  would  you  still  be  as 
confident  that  you  signed  it  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Hook  or  no  hook,  you  are  very  confident  that  you  signed  that 
letter? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  causes  the  fact  to  impress  itself  so  upon  your  mind? — A. 
I  have  seen  the  signature.  I  looked  it  up  in  the  letter  book  after  it 
was  published. 

Q.  Didn't  you  know  before  you  looked  it  up  that  you  had  sighed 
it?— A.  Yes;  but  I  had  heard  it  mentioned  and  I  had  not  seen  it 
published,  and  I  looked  that  letter  up  to  read  it  over. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  this  sheet,  apparently  from  a  letter  book,  page 
458? — A.  That  was  the  one  I  was  just  referring  to. 

Q.  Was  that  impression  taken  from  the  original  on  the  23d  of 
March,  1908? — A.  It  was  undoubtedly  taken  from  the  original.  I 
tore  it  out. 

Q.  At  the  date  the  original  was  written? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  This  impression  was  taken  from  the  original  before  it  was  mailed 
to  Mr.  Goff  ?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Has  there  anything  that  has  occured  this  morning,  or  since  you 
testified  the  other  day,  refreshed  your  memory  more  particularly  as 
to  the  date  when  these  anonymous  commumcations  were  received 
by  Mr.  Liiley  oj  opened  by  you  for  him? — A,  Mrs.  Liiley  remarked 
that  one  of  them  had  been  taken  form  the  box ;  that  it  was  received 
at  the  hotel.     She  remembered  having  taken  it. 

Q.  Which  one  of  them  was  it? — A.  I  do  not  remember  that  she 
mentioned,  but  she  said  she  had  taken  an  anonymous  letter  from  the 
box. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  Mr.  Lilley's  box  at  the  hotel? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  she  take  it  from  the  box? — A.  She  did  not  remember. 
She  remembered  having  taken  it. 

Q.  How  was  that  one  signed  that  she  took  from  the  box? — A.  She 
did  not  say. 

Q.  Was  it  with  a  pen  or  a  typewriter? — A.  She  did  not  say. 

Q.  How  long  ago? — A.  That  is  all  she  mentioned.  She  just  hap- 
pened to  mention  it  to  me. 
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Q.  Do  you  remember  anything  about  the  letter  received  from  Mr. 
Goff  ?— A.  I  remember  picking  it  out;  I  did  not  look  at  it  carefully. 

Q.  You  wrote  an  answer  to  it.  Did  the  letter  elicit  such  an  answer 
as  you  wrote  ?  Was  your  communication  in  response  to  that  letter?— 
A.  I  could  not  state  without  reading  the  contents  of  the  letter  again. 

Q.  I  will  read  it  to  you.  "  Office  of  the  Easthampton  Bell  Company, 
manufacturers  of  tojrs  and  bells  of  every  description,  wheels  and  axles, 
Easthampton,  Conii.,  March  20,  1908.  Mr.  George  L.  Lilley,  Wash- 
ington, D.  C.  Dear  Sir:  I  congratulate  you,  being  a  citizen  of  Con- 
necticut, on  your  success  and  hope  you  may  be  able  to  prove  to  all 
the  world  what  frauds  those  men  are.  Yours,  very  truly,  George  W. 
Goff."  What  men  did  you  assume  to  be  referred  to  in  that  communi- 
cation?— A.  The  Electric  Boat  people. 

Q.  Who  or  what  suggested  you  to  write  such  a  letter  as  you  did 
write  or  as  you  say  you  wrote  and  signed  Mr.  Lilley' s  name  to — such  a 
letter  as  vou  did  write  to  Mr.  Goff?— A.  Why,  it  was  the  impression  I 
had  at  tfie  time.  He  said,  "I  hope  you  will  be  able  to  prove  to  the 
world  what  frauds  the  rascals  are. 

Q.  What  other  suggestion  had  you  from  any  source  ? — A.  In  refer- 
ence to  whitewashing.  I  had  been  reading  the  newspaper  clippings 
as  thev  came  in. 

Q.  Who  had  suggested  to  you  the  form  of  reply  you  should  make 
to  Mr.  Goff? — A.  I  wrote  the" letter  on  my  own  initiative  entirely.  I 
always  answered  the  letters  without 

Q.  With  whom  had  you  any  conversation  about  it  before  writing 
it?— A.  Mr.  O'Brien  had  been  in  that  day,  and  I  don't  know  that  I 
had  mentioned  it  to  him  that  I  was  going  to  write  Mr.  Goff . 

Q.  Did  you  show  him  Mr.  Golfs  letter?— A.  I  don't  think  so. 

Q.  Did  you  show  him  your  reply  to  Mr.  Goff? — A.  I  have  no  recol- 
lection of  having  done  so. 

Q.  Did  he  suggest  a  form  of  reply  to  Mr.  Goff? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Who  did?- — A.  No  one  except  myself.  Mr.  Lilley  was  very 
busy  at  the  time,  and  I  went  ahead  and  wrote  the  letter. 

TE8TIM0NY  OF  FEED  N.  WEBBER,  SR. 

Fr*ed  N.  Webber,  Sr.,  on  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you  examine  the  witness? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  'Where  do  you  live? — A.  My  voting  residence  is  Louisville, 
Ky.     Mv  Washington  residence  is  526  Third  street. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation? — A.  Special  officer  of  the  House  and 
Senate. 

Q.  What  are  your  duties? — A.  Detective  officer  at  the  Capitol 
building  and  the  serving  of  subpoenas  for  the  Senate. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  anything  of  the  employment  of  detectives  or 
the  appearance  or  presence  of  detectives  about  the  Capitol  for  the 
purpose  of  shadowing  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  any  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives? — A.  Very  soon 
after  the  announcement  in  the  press  of  the  proposed  investigation 
by  Mr.  Lilley — I  do  not  remember  whether  it  was  one  of  the  original 
resolutions  fie  introduced  or  the  last  one,  288,  but  it  was  the  latter 
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part  of  February — Mr.  Spencer,  £he  sergeant  of  police  came  to  the 
office  and  called  mjT  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  were  three  men 
engaged  by  some  private  detective  agency  in  shadowing  Hon. 
George  L.  Lilley,  a  Member  of  the  House.  I  proceeded  on  the 
usual  plan  to  investigate,  in  connection  with  Mr.  Barnett,  who  is 
my  partner  for  the  last  year,  and  we  found  that  these  men  were 
reported  to  have  been  standing  in  the  front  of  the  north  door  of  the 
House,  the  main  entrance,  where  the  Members  receive  cards  from 
visitors.  Mr.  Barnard  and  I  had  been  against  the  wall  the  larger 
part  of  that  day  watching  two  fellows  engaged  in  trying  to  borrow 
money  from  some  Member  of  Congress,  for  the  purpose  of  arresting 
them.  There  was  a  man  standing  near  to  us  watching,  nearly  the 
whole  day,  that  I  recognized  as  a  discharged  employee  of  the  Metro- 
politan police.  At  that  time  I  did  not  know  his  name,  but  acting 
upon  suggestions  as  to  finding  who  these  detectives  were,  myself 
and  Mr.  Barnard,  being  the  only  two  men  in  front  of  that  door,  and 
the  information  has  been  furnished  to  Mr.  Lilley  and  to  Mr.  Spencer, 
as  I  was  informed,  by  one  of  Mr.  Lilley's  employees  who  is  a  door- 
keeper on  that  door,  a  young  man  with  rosy  cheeks,  I  have  heard  his 
name  but  I  do  not  recall  it  now,  I  think  it  is  Maul  or  Maus  or  some- 
thing like  that — he  is  over  there  yet — I  found  that  this  man  who 
had  been  there  all  day  was  a  discharged  employee  of  the  Metrppoli- 
tan  police  by  the  name  of  McSpeiden. 

I  sent  Mr.  Barnard  to  the  ninth  precinct,  and  found  he  had  been 
formerly  employed  in  the  second  precinct.  Mr.  Barnard  went  to  the 
second  precinci  and  got  Speiden's  address  and  came  back  and 
reported  to  me  that  Speiden  s  business  was  ostensibly  trying  to  find 
some  Member  of  Congress  to  whom  he  could  appeal  to  have  himself 
reinstated  on  the  Metropolitan  police  force.  6arnard  and  myself 
took  occasion  for  the  following  week  to  shadow  everything  that 
looked  suspicious  in  reference  to  persons  appearing  an}r  particular 
length  of  time  around  the  Capitol.     At  that  time  it  was  just  as  the  pro- 

S>sed  new  police  were  being  put  on,  the  15  additional  men  for  the  House 
ffice  Building.  They  had  no  uniforms,  and  the  firm  of  S.  M.  Meyer 
&  Co.  were  preparing  the  uniforms,  and  it  generally  takes  two  or 
three  weeks  to  furnish  an  entire  uniform,  they  having  to  go  to  New 
York  for  manufacture,  and  these  men  were  engaged  in  their  duties 
in  this  building  in  their  citizen's  clothing.  Lieut.  John  O'Connell, 
of  the  relief,  came  to  my  office,  and  I  said,  "John,  I  would  like  to 
have  you  tell  me  if  you  know  of  any  persons  that  are  engaged  in 
watching  Hon.  George  Lillev's  room/'  I  think  I  called  it  119  or  149, 
or  whatever  it  was,  and  he  laughed  and  he  said,  "Yes,  there  are  two 
of  my  men  in  citizen's  clothes.'7  And  he  said  Mr.  Lilley  came  out 
of  the  office  the  other  evening  and  a  man  was  sitting  at  the  end  of 
the  corridor,  toward  the  elevator,  and  Mr.  Lilley  dropped  a  letter, 
and  the  officer  reported  to  him  that  he  picked  up  trie  letter  and 
carried  it  to  Mr.  Lilley,  and  Mr.  Lilley  asked  him  who  he  was  and 
what  he  was  doing  there,  and  he  said,  "I  am  on  the  police  employ 
here."  "Now,"  he  said,  "Fred,  there  has  been  no  shadowing  over 
there.  I  have  been  paying  particular  attention  to  see  if  there  was, 
as  it  was  stated  in  the  newspapers,"  and  then  he  was  very  emphatic — 
he  was  an  Irish  gentleman  and  talks  rough — he  says,  "It  is  a  damned 
lie.  There  ain't  anybody  hunting  around  there  at  all."  I  had  occa- 
sion to  watch  the  north  door  of  the  House  and  the  Representatives' 
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press  door  to  see  if  any  of  the  Bradford  Detective  Agency  nien  froa 
the  city — the  newspapers  mentioned  them — were  being  engaged  k 
this  work,  and  none  or  Bradford's  men  were  around  the  Capitol  door 
or  any  other  place.  If  they  had  been  I  would. have  called  him  pp. 
by  phone  to  tell  me,  as  under  the  agreement  entered  into  nothing 
of  tnat  kind  is  allowed.  They  must  first  come  to  our  office  and  stafce 
their  business  to  us,  and  besides  it  is  not  permissible  to  serve  anj 

Erocess,  or  to  allow  any  Member  of  Congress  to  be  shadowed  in  thai 
uilding  by  detective  agencies,  without  first  coming  to  the  polk* 
headquarters  and  making  their  mission  known.  None  of  Major  Syl- 
vester's men  ever  come  to  the  Capitol  on  any  business  without  fiis* 
coming  to  me  and  stating  what  tney  want  and  having  me  go  urith 
them.  There  was  no  detective  agency  in  this  city,  or  any  suspicious 
act  of  any  man  around  the  doors  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
during  the  entire  time  Mr.  Lilley  was  said  to  have  been  shadowed, 
nor  in  the  OHice  Building.  Mr.  Spencer  came  to  me  and  related  a 
story  of  two  men  that  had  attempted  to  follow  Mr.  Lilley.  I  remarked 
to  him,  "Tom,  I  have  seen  children  play  with  fire  and  get  their  fin- 
gers burned,  and  if  I  were  you  I  would  let  things  alone  that  do  not 
concern  me.  You  are  not  an  officer  in  the  House  Office  Building, 
and  if  I  were  you  I  wouldn't  interfere."  Beyond  that  I  know  of  no 
detective  qiHcers  of  any  character  that  have  been  engaged  in  shad- 
owing Mr.  Lilley  in  this  building  nor  the  Capitol  building,  and  I  have 
faid  particular  attention  to  it  for  twelve  days,  consulting  wiih 
olonel  Casson,  the  Sergeant-at-Arms,  as  to  the  propriety  of  paying 
any  attention  to  newspaper  reports. 

I  have  had  occasion  oefore  to  call  Pinkerton's  men  down.  Some  erf 
the  Members  will  remember  Mr.  Van  Dusen,  where  they  attempted 
to  arrest  Mr.  Van  Dusen,  but  I  would  not  let  them  serve  any  process. 

Q.  Did  any  detective  agency  or  detective  people  have  permission  to 
shadow  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  No,  sir.  Mr.  Bradford,  whose  name  I  have 
mentioned,  has  had  an  agreement  between  him  and  myself  for  yeais 
that  whenever  he  has  anything  that  he  wishes  assistance  on  he  comes 
directly  to  me  and  states  his  business. 

Q.  Were  those  ununiformed  officers  about  this  building  engaged  in 
shadowing  Mr.  Lilley? — A.  They  were  so  absolutely  green  in  their 
duties  they  didn't  even  know  the  entrances  of  this  bunding;  and  if  you 
would  ask  them  where  your  room  was,  they  could  not  have  told  you. 
They  had  only  been  brought  here  a  few  dfcys,  and  they  were  absolutely 
new,  so  much  so  that  I  have  myself  inquired  to  find  the  room  in  tins 
building  and  would  have  to  take  out  my  little  book  and  inquire  the 
way,  and  those  men  were  new  men,  brought  from  different  sections 
of  the  country. 

Q.  Did  they  have  any  directions  or  authority  to  shadow  Mr. 
Lilley? — A.  No,  sir;  they  had  better  not  have  any  such  directions. 
They  would  walk  out  if  they  did. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  learned  the  police  force  have  been  shadowing  a 
Member  of  Congress? — A.  No,  sir;  he  would  not  stay  very  long  after 
it  was  found  out. 

Q.  I  will  read  you  a  statement  made  by  Mr.  Lillev  when  he  ap- 
peared before  this  committee  on  the  9th  of  March:  '^Another  state- 
ment I  would  like  to  make:  It  becomes  necessary  for  me  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  your  committee  the  fact  that  I  am  being  shadowed 
by*detectives,  which  is  a  condition  which  should  not  be  tolerated  by 
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the  House  of  Representatives  or  by  this  special  committee/'  We 
agreed  with  that  proposition,  and  I  wish  to  ask  you  this  question  as 
to  the  facts,  whether  there  was  any  such  shadowing? — A.  Absolutely 
none.  I  have  been  since  the  6th  of  February,  1882,  in  Uncle  Sam's 
service,  the  best  part  of  that  time  special  agent  of  the  Government  in 
the  Interior  Department  and  in  the  field,  and  for  ten  years  stationed 
at  the  Capitol,  and  there  is  not  a  man  connected  with  the  Metropolitan 
service,  Bradford's  Agency,  or  old  man  McElfresh,  who  has  a  little 
detective  agency  here,  that  I  am  not  personally  acquainted  with. 
The  law  requires  a  detective  agency  here  to  enter  into  a  bond  of 
$10,000  before  they  can  have  permission  to  do  business  as  a  private 
detective  agency.  Consequently  there  are  only  two  who  comply 
with  the  law,  and  none  others  are  allowed  to  do  Business.  I  am  also 
special  detective  officer  commissioned  and  sworn  by  the  Metropolitan 
police,  so  that  I  am  fairly  confident  of  my  statement.  I  have  that 
badge  as  well  as  the  United  States  Capitol  badge,  which  I  am  com- 
pelled to  wear  at  all  times. 

Q.  Then  are  you  or  are  you  not  quite  familiar  with  the  detectives 
who  operate  in  this  city  ? — A.  I  am. 

%  Slight  there  not  have  been  detectives  here  from  New  York  City 
altimore  or  Philadelphia? — A.  There  might  have  been  persons 
wandering  around  whom  we  would  not  have  any  occasion  to  know, 
but  our  men  are  instructed  that  a  person  who  hangs  around  any' par- 
ticular point  any  length  of  time  that  the  officer  on  that  post,  as  we 
call  it,  must  call  the  attention  of  the  guardroom  by  telephone,  and 
they  immediately  communicate  with  me  at  my  desk,  and  if  I  am  not 
there  the  clerk  of  the  police,  Mr.  White,  goes  right  out  and  finds  me, 
and  I  go  to  that  point  and  examine  into  the  character  of  the  man  who 
is  hanging  around  and  looking  wise. 

Q.  Then  you  did,  with  the  men  at  your  disposal,  spend  some  eight 
or  ten  days  looking? — A.  Twelve  days  we  were  .engaged  in  it  for  our 
own  benefit,  taking  the  newspaper  statement  as  the  truth  or  falsity 
of  these  charges,  for  the  protection  of  our  force.  The  Sergeant-at- 
Arms  of  the  House  will  not  allow  anything  of  that  kind  to  oe  done, 
and  they  hold  the  officer  on  the  post  responsible  if  he  allows  a  man 
to  lounge  around  anywhere  and  inquire  into  the  private  affairs  of 
Congressmen. 

§.  Then  you  are  quite  positive  there  were  no  detectives  shadowing 
ember  of  the  House  of  Representatives? — A.  I  am.  We  spent 
evenings  and  days  around  the  Capitol;  we  came  up  at  night  to  see  if 
such  things  were  going  on. 

TE8TIM0NT  OF  ARTHUR  L.  BATE8. 

Arthur  L.  Bates,  being  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined,  testified 
as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Olmsted,  will  you  ask  the  questions  of  Repre- 
sentative Bates  ? 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 
Q.  You  are  a  Member  of  Congress  from  Pennsylvania? — A.  I  am. 
Q.  A  member  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs? — A.  lam. 
O.  Of  course  you  know  Representative  Lilley,  of  Connecticut,  who 
is  also  a  member  of  the  same  committee  ? — A.  Very  well. 
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O.  Will  you  state  if  at  any  time  prior  to  February  20  7  1908,  thedst^ 
of  the  introduction  of  a  resolution  by  Mr.  Lilley  for  the  investigati* 
of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  you  had  any  conversation  with  Ma 
upon  the  subject  of  any  investigation  or  of  absolution  to  provide  for 
an  investigation? — A.  I  think  Uie  day  before  he  introduced  the  reso- 
lution I  went  down  into  the  House  restaurant  for  lunch,  and  he  v* 
sitting  at  a  table  with  a  Member,  I  think  Representative  Dawson,  ol 
Iowa,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the  committee.  He  called  me  overaad 
handed  me  a  paper  and  said,  "See  what  I  am  going  to  introduce  in  th* 
IIouse.,,  It  was  his  resolution,  the  first  I  had  ever  seen  or  heard  of  it. 
I  looked  it  over,  made  no  comment,  and  handed  it  back  to  him. 

Q.  Did  vou  have  anv  further  conversation  with  hiin  at  that  time?— 
A.  No.      * 

Q.  Did  lie  make  any  further  remark? — A.  I  think  not.  There  was 
no  extended  conversation  at  that  time.  He  merely  seemed  to  wish 
me  to  know  what  he  was  going  to  do,  or  what  he  had  in  mind  doing. 
I  do  not  know  that  he  said  positively  he  was  going  to  introduce  it, 
but  he  had  it  to  introduce  and  showed  it  to  me. 

Q.  Did  he  state  any  reasons  for  introducing  it? — A.  Xo,  sir:  not 
at  that  time. 

Q.  When  next  did  you  have  an}'  conversation  with  him  upon  the 
subject  ? — A.  A  day  or  two  afterwards,  and  after  he  had  introduced 
the  resolution,  Mr.  Lilley  and  I  were  walking  through  the  corridor 
of  the  Capitol,  I  think  from  the  Naval  Committee  room,  to  the  House. 
and  he  was  finding  fault  with  the  action  of  the  committee  in  adoptii^ 
the  Loudenslager  resolution,  as  we  called  it — the  resolution  on  the 
matter  of  submarines — feeling  it  was  unfair  and  shut  out  competition 
and  it  was  patronizing  one  boat,  and  he  was  complaining  quite 
bitterly  about  it,  and  he  said,  "Of  course,  if  the  committee  sees  fit 
to  change  it  before  the  bill  comes  up  in  the  House,  then  I  can  with- 
draw mv  resolution." 

Q.  What  further  was  said  upon  that  subject? — A.  I  recall  no  other 
conversation.  I  made  no  repiy  to  it.  I  did  not  converse  with  him 
further  on  the  subject. 

Q.  What  conversation,  if  any,  have  you  had  with  him  since  upon 
this  subject? — A.  I  do  not  recall  any  extended  conversation. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  Representative  Foss  testify  before  this  commit- 
tee?— A.  ho;  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  were  present  at  the  time  the  provisions  relating  to  an 
increase  was  voted  on  in  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  were  you 
not? — A.  I  was. 

Q.  Will  you  state  whether  or  not  at  that  time  or  in  any  of  the  dis- 
cussions of  the  committee  the  question  of  battle  ships  and  the  ques- 
tion of  submarines  were  discussed  together,  so  that  one  depended  in 
any  way  upon  the  other? — A.  Absolutely  not.  Not  in  my  mind, 
and,  so  far  as  one  man  can  know  the  mind  of  another,  they  did  not 
have  the  slightest  relation  to  each  other  in  the  consideration  of  the 
committee  as  a  committee.  They  did  not  have  the  slightest  relation 
to  each  other  in  the  matter  of  determining  how  many  we  would  rec- 
ommend in  the  bill  of  one  and  how  many  we  would  recommend  of  the 
other.  They  came  up  at  different  hours.  The  battle-ship  proposition 
was  brought  up  on  one  day,  and  on  account  of  the  extended  remark 
of  Brother  Hobson  on  the  subject — he  had  some  remarks  to  make  on 
the  subject — we  adjourned  over  to  another  meeting,  so  that  that 
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was  pending  from  one  time  to  another.  The  submarine  question 
came  up  on  a  succeeding  day,  after  we  had  voted  on  battle  ships, 
and  had  no  connection,  so  far  as  I  am  able  to  know  the  mind  of 
another — I  do  ton  think  it  had  in  the  mind  of  a  single  member  of  the 
committee.  The  fact  of  voting  for  a  certain  number  of  one  vessel 
did  not  depend  on  the  number  of  another. 

Q.  The  battle-ship  proposition  was  first  voted  on  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  the  end  or  the  discussion  of  the  battle-ship  proposition  was 
not  any  discussion  of  the  number  of  submarines  ? — A.  It  was  hardly 
mentioned.  I  think  at  one  time  or  another  practically  every  mem- 
ber of  the  committee  voted  for  eight  submarines.  Tne  number  of 
submarines  was  not  discussed.  For  instance,  one  resolution  was 
offered 

Q.  No;  I  mean  at  the  time  you  were  discussing  the  number  of 
battle  ships? — A.  Oh,  during  the  discussion  of  the  number  of  battle 
ships  no  submarines  were  referred  to  in  any  manner,  shape,  or  form. 
It  was  not  thought  of.  I  will  say  further,  if  you  will  allow  me,  that 
there  were  three  things  before  the  committee  in  making  up  the  num- 
ber of  submarines  we  ordered.  One  was  the  former  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Secretary  and  President,  and  the  other  was  information 
that  had  come  before  the  committee  a  few  days  before  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  that  they  had  decided  to  send  two  submarines  to 
Manila.  The  other  was  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  a 
few  days  before  that,  I  think  dated  January  31,  to  the  Senate  in 
response  to  a  resolution  of  inquiry  of  Senator  Ankeny,  of  Washington, 
directing  that  an  appropriation  be  made  for  the  construction  of  boats 
for  special  use  on  tne  vVashington  coast  and  Puget  Sound.  Those 
three  things  were  in  the  minds  of  the  committee  in  arriving  at  the 
number  of  eight  as  over  four,  which  had  been  recommended  last 
November  in  the  Secretary's  annual  report. 

TESTIMONT  OF  HON.  JAMES  S.  SHERMAN,  A  MEMBEE. 

James  S.  Sherman,  being  first  duly  sworn,.on  being  examined,  tes- 
tified as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Stevens,  will  you  examine  Mr.  Sherman  ? 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  What  is  your  name? — A.  James  S.  Sherman. 

Q-  What  is  your  occupation? — A.  I  am  a  lawyer  and  banker  and 
manufacturer  and  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Representative  George  L.  Lilley,  of 
Connecticut?— A.  I  am. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  relative  to  subma- 
rine legislation  and  the  introduction  of  any  resolution? — A.  He  had 
with  me. 

Q.  Tell  us  what  it  was. — A.  A  few  days  before  Mr.  Lilley  intro- 
duced his  resolution  he  called  me  into  the  Republican  coat  room  and 
showed  me  a  resolution  which  he  said  he  proposed  to  introduce. 
Whether  it  is  identical  with  the  one  he  did  introduce  of  course  I  can 
not  now  say.  I  read  it  and  I  can  only  give  the  substance  of  the 
conversation.  He  said  in  substance  that  such  a  resolution  would  stir 
up  a  muss,  and  I  intimated  that  I  thought  so,  too,  and  he  said  in 
substance  that  if  the  action  of  the  committee  could  be  moved  so 
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that  the  competition  for  submarine  boats  could  be  open  to  other 
competitors  that  he  would  not  introduce  the  resolution,  and  he  asked 
me  to  see  some  member  of  the  Naval  Committee,  with  the  hope  that 
seeing  such  member  might  possibly  induce  the  committee  to  change 
its  action. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  at  that  time  that  you  would  do  that  ? — A.  I 
told  him  I  would  not;  that  the  Navy  Committee  were  supposedly 
conversant  with  the  whole  subject,  and  that  I  was  not,  and  that  I  did 
not  propose  to  approach  them  on  a  matter  that  they  knew  about  and 
that  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  he  say  anything  further  to  you? — A.  That  is  the  substance 
of  the  whole  thing. 

Q.  Was  the  resolution  in  typewriting  then? — A.  I  think  it  was  in 
typewriting,  but  I  could  not  swear  to  that.  The  purport  of  the  resolu- 
tion was  the  same  as  that  which  he  afterwards  introduced. 

Q.  You  are  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  saw  the  resolution  after  it  was  introduced  ?— A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  think  it  was  substantially  the  same  resolution  which  after- 
wards came  before  you  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Rules? — A- 
It  was  substantially  the  same. 

Q.  And  that  is  all  the  conversation  you  had  with  him  upon  that 
subject  before  the  introduction  of  the  resolution? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  him,  after  the  intro- 
duction of  the  resolution,  concerning  the  same  subject? — A.  No,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  Did  he  say  anything  about  giving  any  other  company  a 
chance? — A.  That  is  what  he  said.  He  mentioned  no  other  com- 
pany, but  he  said  that  if  the  action  of  the  committee  should  be  90 
changed  as  to  make  it  possible  for  other  companies  to  enter  into  com- 
petition and  build  boats  that  then  he  would  not  offer  the  resolution. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  any  other  member  of  the  committee  or  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  who  desires  to  ask  Representative 
Sherman  any  question  ? 

We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Sherman. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  LEMUEL  P.  PADGETT,  A  MEMBER. 

Lemuel  P.  Padgett,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  examined, 
testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Howard,  will  you  examine  Mr.  Padgett? 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  You  are  a  Member  of  Congress  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  From  what  State? — A.  Tennessee. 

Q.  And  a  member  of  what  committee? — A.  Navy  Committee,  and 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Navy  Department. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member  of  tne  Navy  Committee?— 
A.  It  is  my  second  term  in  that  committee. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  meetings  of  the  committee  during  this  session 

of  Congress  while  deliberating  on  the  naval  appropriation  bill?— 

A.  I  think  I  have,  all  of  them  except  one  that  was  held  on  Saturday 

•^receding  the  time  that  the  vote  was  taken  on  the  increase  in  the 

[avy.     The  day  mentioned  by  Mr.  Bates  when  Mr.  Hobson  consumed 
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the  time  presenting  to  the  committee  his  views  with  reference  to  the 
naval  increase. 

Q.  You  were  absent  on  that  occasion? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  then,  Hobson  did  not  consume  any  of  your 
time? — A.  No;  except  as  I  might  theoretically  be  in"  the  committee. 

Q.  He  consumed  your  theoretical  time  but  not  your  particular 
time? — A.  I  was  not  present  that  day. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  the  provision  respecting  battle  ships 
and  submarines  was  acted  upon? — A.  I  was. 

Q.  Do  you  remember .  in  what  form  these  different  propositions 
were  passed  on  by  the  committee? — A.  The  first  question  disposed 
of  was  the  question  of  the  increase  of  the  Navy  with  relation  to  battle 
ships.  Then,  I  think  next  came  the  number  of  torpedo  boats.  The 
bill  would  indicate  which  we  took  up  just  in  the  order  in  which  they 
are  mentioned  in  the  bill.  And  then  came  a  question  of  the  submarines. 
That  was  a  resolution  introduced  bv  Mr.  Loudenslager. 

Q.  So  that  was  the  third' one? — A.  That  is  my  recollection  now. 

O.  Have  you  any  recollection  of  having  proposed  any  amendment 
to  tne  submarine  proposition?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  presented  by  Mr.  Loudenslager? — A.  When  Mr.  Louden- 
slager' presented  his  resolution,  which  was  the  proposition  as  con- 
tained in  the  bill  reported,  I  moved  to  strike  out  the  proviso. 

Q.  What  particular  thing  did  the  proyiso  seek  to  accomplish? — A. 
It  was  a  provision  that  was  a  limitation  upon  the  purchase  of  the 
boats. 

Q.  On  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navjr? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
the  exact  language  is  reported  in  the  bill,  and  was  stricken  out  in  the 
House. 

Q.  You  proposed  an  amendment  that  struck  out  that  proviso? — A. 
Yes;  striking  out,  from  the  word  "Provided,"  the  remainder  of  the 
provision. 

Q.  Did  your  motion  prevail? — A.  It  did  not. 

Q.  Who  voted  with  you  for  the  motion? — A.  I  do  not  remember 

Kst  now.  There  was  a  record  vote  taken  that  the  secretary  can 
rnish  to  the  committee. 

Q.  Have  you  examined  the  record? — A.  I  have  not.  There  was  a 
record  vote. 

Q.  The  minutes  of  the  committee  are  here  and  have  been  made  a 
part  of  this  record  ? — A.  I  remember  some  that  voted,  but  you  make 
just  a  few  and  perhaps  eliminate  others;  it  would  perhaps  be  better 
to  get  the  record. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  or  not  Mr.  Lilley  voted  as  you  did 
on  that  proposition? — A.  I  do  not,  affirmatively. 

Q.  Can  you  state  as  respecting  yourself,  whether  your  vote  for  or 
against  any  given  number  of  submarines  was  in  any  wise  relating  to 
your  vote  on  the  question  of  battle  ships  or  on  any  number  of  battle 
ships? — A.  None  whatever;  it  had  no  relation  whatever;  in  fact, 
it  aid  not  occur  to  me.  I  had  no  suspicion  or  thought  that  one  was 
related  to  the  other  or  had  anv  dependence  one  upon  the  other. 

Q.  When  voting  for  battle  ships  or  any  number  of  battle  ships  did 
you  reach  your  decision  as  to  how  you  would  vote  with  reference^  to 
any  given  number  of  submarines? — A.  The  battle-ship  proposition 
was  disposed  of  before  we  reached  submarines,  and  up  to  that  time 
I  had  not  any  thought  that  a  motion  would  be  made  for  eight.  The 
Secretary  had  recommended  four,  and  it  never  had  occurred  to  me 

33799— tot.  2—08 41 


1728  HEABINGS  OK   HOUSE  RESOLUTION  288. 

that  there  would  be  a  motion  for  eight,  so  that  I  was  entirely  ignonul 
of  the  eight  supposition. 

Q.  Your  vote,  then,  for  the  battle  shirts  in  that  bill  had  no  relation 
whatever  to  any  number  of  submarines! — A.  None  whatever. 

Q.  And  your  vote  for  submarines  had  no  relation  whatever  to  any 
given  number  of  battle  ships?— A.  I  did  not  vote  for  any  submarine. 

Q.  You  voted  against  submarines? — A.  I  did,  but  I  might  explain, 
and  to  be  entirely  frank,  when  I  made  the  motion  to  strike  out  the 
proviso,  that  was  voted  down,  and  Mr.  Mudd  offered  a  substitute  for 
which  I  voted,  and  that  I  might  be  said  to  have  voted  for  incidentally. 
That  was  a  substitute  in  lieu  of  the  Loudenslager  resolution,  leav- 
ing out  the  limitations.  I  voted  for  that  substitute.  Then  that  wis 
voted  down.  Then  the  Loudenslager  resolution  came  up,  and  I 
voted  against  that  resolution  because  the  committee  had  refused  to 
strike  out  the  proviso.  But  I  want  to  be  entirely  frank,  and  I  would 
have  voted  for  the  eight  submarines  if  the  proviso  had  teen  stricken 
out.  And  if  the  proposition  had  been  four,  I  would  have  voted  for 
that.  I  was  utterly  indifferent  whether  it  was  four  or  eight  so  far 
as  the  number  was  concerned,  knowing  that  we  needed  a  njimber 
of  submarines  and  that  we  were  deficient  along  that  line. 

Q.  Now.  then,  did  you  hear  any  discussion  in  the  committee,  or  on 
the  part  or  any  member  of  it(  that  connected  the  proposition  of  battle 
ships  and  submarines,  making  the  one  dependent  in  any  manner 
on  the  other  ?-^- A.  None  whatever,  except  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy; 
you  will  find  int  he  hearings  some  member  asked  him  when  he  was 
before  the  committee  if  his  proposition  that  was  submitted  with 
reference  to  the  four  battle  ships  and  the  other  programme,  if  one 
depended  upon  the  other  and  if  that  portion  of  the  programme  subse- 
quent to  the  battle  ships  was  framed  with  reference  to  the  number 
of  battle  ships  recommended — four — and  he  said  none  whatever, 
that  they  were  independent,  one  of  the  other.  That  is  the  only 
suggestion  I  ever  heard  with  reference  to  it  and  the  only  mention, 
ana  that  appears  in  the  printed  hearings.  I  suppose  it  is  in  the  hear- 
ings. I  have  not  examined  the  hearings,  but  I  suppose  that  wis 
in  the  hearings. 

Q.  That  was  a  question  by  a  member  of  the  committee  addressed 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  while  he  appeared  before  it,  and  he  said 
there  was  no  such  thing  in  his  estimates?— A.  He  did. 

Q.  Now,  then,  in  any  private  conversation  with  any  member  of 
the  Naval  Committee  before  the  provisions  were  acted  upon,  did  you 
hear  any  suggestion  that  such  a  consideration  would  affect  or  control 
the  vote? — A.  I  have  never  had  any  such  conversation  and  new 
heard  any  such  conversation  between  anybody  else. 

Q.  If,  then,  any  member  of  the  Naval  Committee  represented  to 
the  President  that  the  battle-ship  programme  was  being  fought  in  the 
Naval  Committee  by  the  torpedo  submarine  programme,  do  you  have 
any  knowledge  of  that  fact? — A.  I  do  not.  I  never  heard  of  any- 
thing of  the  kind;  know  nothing  of  it.  The  matter  had  never  occurred 
to  me. 

Q.  How  did  the  committee  reach  the  number  of  submarines  that 
were  classed  in  the  provision  of  the  naval  bill — eighth— A.  When  we 
came  to  the  question  of  submarines,  going  down  the  programme  as 
submitted,  Mr.  Loudenslager  offered  a  resolution 

Q.  I  am  asking  how  did  you  reach  the  number  eight?  You  said  the 
Secretary  recommended  four.    What  is  the  discussion  that  led  to  the 
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figure  eight  instead  of  the  four  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy? — A.  I  was  just  going  to  tell  you  that  specific  question. 
After  we  had  disposed  of  the  battle-ship  proposition  and  fixed  the 
number  at  two,  and  then  we  voted  the  torpedo  boats,  then  Mr.  Louden- 
slager  offered  a  resolution  for  the  purchase  of  eight  submarines,  and 
when  .that  was  done  I  made  a  Inotion  to  strike  out  the  proviso. 

Q.  I  understand  that  part. — A.  When  that  was  voted  down,  Mr. 
Mudd  offered  a  substitute,  and  that  was  voted  down,  and  then  the  vote 
came  on  Mr.  Loudenslager's  resolution,  which  was  adopted  and  in- 
serted in  the  bill. 

Q.  What  was  the  argument  used  to  provide  for  eight  submarines? — 
A.  There  was  very  little  argument  on  the  question,  as  far  as  the  eight 
were  concerned.  I  do  not  think  there  was  any  discussion  on  the 
number;  I  do  not  remember  any.  The  whole  discussion  was  on  the 
proviso  contained  in  the — by  proviso  I  mean  that  portion  that 
appeared  in  the  bill  beginning  with  the  word  " provided" — and  the 
whole  discussion  in  the  committee  was  over  that,  and  I  do  not  recall 
that  anybody  offered  the  question  of  eight  or  more. 

Q.  All  of  the  members,  then;  of  the  committee  seem  to  have  made 
up  their  minds  as  soon  as  that  item  was  reached  in  the  naval  bill  that 
eight  submarines  would  be  provided  for  in  that  bill? — A.  I  do  not 
know;  I  could  not  say  upon  what  they  made  up  their  minds. 

Q.  You  were  willing  to  vote  for  eight,  you  say?— A.  I  would  have 
voted  for  five,  I  would  have  voted  for  six,  or  four,  whatever  was 
mentioned  in  the  resolution.  My  whole  attention  was  directed  to 
the  proviso. 

Q.  Did  you  think  the  Navy  Heeded  eight  submarines? — A.  I  did; 
but  I  made  no  fight. 

Q.  And  there  was  no  one  in  the  committee  who  seemed  to  think 
that  that  number  was  too  large,  at  least  no  one  raised  any  objection? — 
A.  I  do  not  recall  any. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Lilley  raise  any  objection  to  the  number  of  sub- 
marines?— A.  Mr.  iilley  did  join  in  the  discussion  on  the  proviso. 
He  took  the  position  that  that  was  an  improper  limitation  upon  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary.  In  other  words,  ne  joined  in  the  matter 
of  the  amendment  that  I  had  made.  You  ask  me  if  I  remember  how 
he  voted;  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Was  there  any  motion  or  substitute  offered  in  the  committee  to 
reduce  the  number  of  submarines  provided  for  in  the  Loudenslag;er 
resolution  from  eight  to  four? — A.  If  there  was  I  do  not  know  of  it. 

Q.  Did  anyone  raise  the  question  of  the  number  of  submarines 
provided  for  in  the  Loudenslager  resolution? — A.  I  do  not  recall  that 
there  was. 

Q.  If  any  such  discussion  had  arisen  there,  you  would  probably 
remember  it,  Mr.  Padgett? — A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  I  mean  to  say  you  were  present  all  the  time? — A.  I  was  present 
all  the  time.  I  was  present  during  the  discussion  of  the  entire  pro- 
gramme, but  I  would  not  say  that  there  was  not  a  question  of  four, 
but  I  mean  to  say  that  I  do  not  remember  that  there  was  a  discussion 
of  four  or  six.  The  whole  discussion  seemed  to  be  over  the  question 
of  the  limitations  over  the  proviso. 

The  Chairman.  Any  other  member  of  the  committee  or  any  one 
else  present  who  desires  to  ask  Representative  Padgett  any  questions? 
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TESTIMONY  07  DAVID  H.  CABVAXHO— Recalled. 

David  N.   Carvalho,   on  being  recalled   and  being   examined 
testified  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  Olmsted: 

Q.  You  have  been  sworn? — A.  I  have,  sir.  • 

Q.  You  have  heretofore  qualified  as  an  expert,  in  writing  and  type- 
writing. I  do  not  now  recall  that  you  went  so  far  as  to  state  voiff 
experience  or  whether  jou  are  an  expert  in  the  testing  of  ink  I — A.  I 
has  been  a  life  studjr  with  me,  sir. 

Q.  Particularly  with  reference  to  the  length  of  time  that  the  paper 
has  been  written? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  there  any  printed  books  upon  that  subject? — A.  There  is 
one  book  I  know  of.  sir;  vou  have  it  under  vour  arm. 

~    What  is  the  title  of  it?— A.  "Forty  Centuries  of  Ink." 

It  appears  to  be  by  Carvalho? — A.  That  is  me,  sir. 
\.  You  wrote  that  book?— A.  I  did,  sir. 

J.  Have  you  had  a  good  many  cases  in  which  the  testing  of  ink 
formed  an  important  part?— A.  Very,  very  many,  sir. 

Q.  In  court? — A.  In  open  court;  have  made  tests — chemical  teste 
in  open  court. 

Q.  I  do  not  wish  to  take  up  any  more  time  than  is  necessary.  I 
hand  you,  Mr.  Carvalho,  a  paper  which  has  heretofore  been  offered  in 
evidence  and  referred  to  and  identified  at  least  and  marked  "E,"  and 
ask  you,  if  you  can  state,  will  you  state  when  you  first  saw  that 
paper?— A.  On  Saturday  last. 

Q.  That  would  be  what  day  of  the  month? — A.  The  25th. 

Q.  Now,  can  you  state  how  long  that  paper  had  been  written  be- 
fore you  saw  it? — A.  When  I  saw  this  paper  on  Saturday  last,  from 
its  physical  appearance  and  from  the  examination  that  I  had  made  of 
it  by  the  use  of  colored  glasses,  my  judgment  was  then  that  it  was 
about  ten  days  old — ten  to  twelve  days  old,  and  having  added  on 
the  three  days  when  I  saw  it  last  would  make  it  about  fifteen  days  old. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  that  letter  was  not  written  more  than 
fifteen  days  ago? — A.  I  will  explain  my  reasons  for  formulating  such 
an  opinion.  Now,  ink  as  is  commonly  understood,  what  we  mean  by 
ink  is  tanno-gallate  of  iron,  which  is  suspended  in  water  with  the  use 
of  gum.  Now  that  is  of  a  dirty,  vellow-brown  color,  so  that  in  older 
not  only  to  cheapen  it  but  to  make  itagreeble  to  the  eye  the  manu- 
facturer is  in  the  habit  of  introducing  into  it  a  blue  coloring  material. 
Consequently,  when  you  write  with  ordinary  commercial  ink  it  writes 
a  blue  or  blue-green,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  after  a  period  of  time 
that  ink  begins  to  darken.  Now,  the  tanno-gallate  of  iron,  which  is 
tannic  acid  and  gallic  acid  as  obtained  from  gallnuts  which  grow 
on  oak  trees,  deposits  made  by  the  wasps,  and  when  brought  in  con- 
tact with  iron  it  turns  black.  Now,  the  advent  of  the  aniline  colors, 
which  are  commonly  known  as  by-products  of  coal  tar,  which  brought 
in  the  artificial  indigo  and  such  blue  colors,  methylene  blue,  and 
nigrosine,  which  is  sort  of  a  blue-black  color,  those  are  used  for  the 
purpose  of  not  only  adulterating  and  cheapening,  but  for  giving  it 
an  agreeable  color.  Now,  the  phenomena  of  ink  is  most  extraordi- 
nary. When  ink  is  put  on  the  paper  first  of  course  it  is  in  a  fluid 
condition.  Now,  as  soon  as  it  dries  then  something  begins  to  take 
place,  and  the  tanno-gallate  of  iron,  having  an  extraordinary  affinity 
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for  the  oxygen  of  the  atmosphere,  begins  to  take  it,  and  a  chemical 
change  is  at  once  begun.  Such  an  ink  is  the  ink  that  has  been 
used  on  the  exhibit  "E,"  so  when  it  was  written  it  was  a  blue  color. 
In  a  week's  time,  if  it  had  been  exposed  to  the  atmosphere  it  should 
have  begun  to  change  and  turn  black,  but  the  history,  so  far  as  I 
am  able  to  get  it  of  this  paper,  is  that  it  was  not  exposed  beyond  that 
time.  I  saw  it  about  ten  days  or  eight  days  after  it  .came  into  the 
hands  of  the  committee  and  it  had  begun  to  fade. 

Now,  I  will  assert  when  I  saw  this  r>aper  on  Saturday  it  was  at 
least  five  shades  bluer  than  it  is  now.  Now  it  is  almost  black.  The 
usual  phenomena  of  inks  of  that  character  is  that  at  the  end  of  a 
week  if  exposed  to  the  atmosphere  they  should  begin  to  blacken 
and  at  the  end  of  a  month  they  are  positively  black,  and  I  assert 
that  at  the  end  of  the  month  from  the  perioa,  which  would  make 
fifteen  days  more,  that  this  handwriting  on  this  exhibit  "E"  wilJ  be 
absolutely  black.  Now,  the  document  bears  the  date  February 
20,  and  in  my  opinion  could  not  have  been  written  on  February  20, 
nor  could  it  have  been  written  on  March  20 — the  time  has  not  elapsed; 
the  peculiar  oxygenation  that  takes  place  within  the  period  of  the 
first  month  is  still  going  on;  it  has  not  stopped  and  it  will  stop  after 
the  four  weeks  have  gone  by.  Now.  I  have  tested,  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain the  composition  of  this  ink,  in  line  9,  the  dot  of  the  "i"  of  the' 
word"  loosing,"  as  spelled  here;  and  that  "i"  was  tested  for  the  pur- 
pose of  bringing  back  the  original  color  of  that  ink,  and  there  it  is 
to  be  seen  a  beautiful  bright  blue  color,  and  that  also  at  the  end  of  the 
month  from  now  will  have  turned  black  again,  showing  that  my  test 
is  a  correct  one  and  that  the  two  will  follow  the  same  law.  if  this 
ink  had  been  written  on  February  20  it  would  be  intensely  black 
now,  and  it  is  not.  But  not  only  that,  but  upon  the  application  of 
my  chemical  it  responded  instantly.  The  skin  that  is  over  it,  so  to 
speak,  to  use  a  trite  phrase — over  this  color — that  is  oxidized  on  the 
top  and  it  turns  black ;  the  blue,  of  course,  is  unnatural.  It  responded 
instantly  to  a  very  weak  solution,  and  if  it  had  had  time  to  narden 
and  oxidize  it  would  have  taken  more  time  before  the  chemical  that 
I  used  could  have  gone  through  this  skin  or  break  the  surface,  and 
it  is  for  that  reason  that  I  state  that  it  has  not  yet  reached  the  point 
when  it  will  become  black,  but  that  it  will  go  at  least  two  weeks  from 
now. 

Q.  This  letter  purports  to  have  been  written  in  New  York  City  on 
February  20  of  this  year.  It  is  addressed  to  Hon.  George  L.  Lilley, 
Washington,  and  signed  "A  Citizen,"  and  mentioning  in  various  ways, 
directly  and  by  insinuation,  a  number  of  prominent  names.  It  was 
handed  to  this  committee  by  Representative  Lilley  on  Saturday, 
April  18.  The  committee  has  not  yet  determined  to  put  it  upon  the 
record.  Now,  let  me  ask  you  again,  how  long  before  Saturday,  the 
18th,  do  you  say  that  letter  was  written? — A.  Within  five  days,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  not  more  than  five  days  old  at  that  time? — A.  Five  or 
six  days. 

Q.  6ut  it  was  dated  February  20. — A.  That  is  a  false  date,  sir. 

Q.  Could  it  have  been  written  any  time  in  March? — A.  No,  sir;  I 
do  not  think  it  could  have  been  written  any  time  in  March,  because 
the  ink  would  have  been  turned  black,  and  the  very  fact  that  I  have 
been  able  to  test  that  by  having  it  in  my  possession  Saturday  last, 
and  here  it  is  tested,  showing  that  that  gradual  blackening  has  taken 
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place,  and  I  think  the  committee  themselves,  when  I  called  their 
attention  to  it  on  Saturday,  saw  it  was  much  bluer  than  it  is  now. 

Q.  Would  you  say  that  that  was  written  in  the  natural  hand  of 
the  writer,  or  disguised  hand? — A.  Unquestionably,  sir,  it  was  a  dis- 
guised handwriting. 

The  Chairman.  Any  member  of  the  committee  desire  to  ask  Mi. 
Carvalho  any  ^questions  ? 

Anyone  else' present  who  desires  to  ask  Mr.  Carvalho  any  questions! 

That  is  all. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ADMIRAL  FRANCIS  TIFFANY  BOWLES. 

Fbancis  Tiffany  Bowles,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  being  exam- 
ined, testified  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Stevens,  will  you  examine  Admiral  Bowles! 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Will  you  please  state  your  name,  address,  and  occupation  I — 
A.  Francis  Tiffany  Bowles;  my  present  business  address  is  Quincy, 
Mass. ;  my  occupation,  shipbuilder  and  president  of  the  Fore  River 
Shipbuilding  Company. 

Q.  Were  you  fonnerlv  in  the  United  States  service? — A.  I  was. 

Q.  In  what  capacity? — A.  As  a  naval  constructor. 

Q.  How  long  were  you  in  the  United  States  service  as  naval  con- 
structor?— A.  Twenty-three  years. 

Q.  When  did  you  leave  it? — A.  In  November,  1903. 

Q.  What  occupation  did  you  go  into  then? — A.  I  took  my  present 
position. 

Q.  As  president  of  the  Fore  River  Shipbuilding  Company,  rf 
Quincy,  Mass.  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  business  of  that  concern? — A.  Build- 
ing ships  and  engines  for  vessels. 

Q.  Since  you  nave  been  at  the  head  of  that  concern  have  you  con- 
structed any  vessels  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  or  the  Lab 
Torpedo  Boat  Company? — A.  I  have  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

Q-  When,  and  what  vessels? — A.  We  constructed  five  submarine 
boats  for  the  Electric  Boat  Company  in  1905. 

Q.  What  were  the  names  of  them  ? — A.  They  had  no  names. 

Q.  What  are  their  names  now  ? — A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Are  they  in  the  United  States  service  now? — A.  They  are  not; 
they  were  for  a  foreign  government. 

Q.  The  United  States  did  not  take  them?— A.  No. 

Q.  Have  you  constructed  any  of  the  boats  for  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  that  are  now  in  the  service  of  the  United  States?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Which  ones? — A.  The  Octopus,  the  Tarantula,  the  Viper,  and 
Cuttlefish. 

Q.  When  were  they  constructed? — A.  They  were  contracted  for 
in  1905,  and  were  finished  during  the  current  year. 

Q.  Out  of  what  appropriations  were  they  authorized,  do  yon 
recollect? — A.  The  appropriation  made,  I  think,  partly  in  1903  and 
partly  in  1904, 1  think;  I  am  not  quite  certain  of  those  dates. 

Q.  The  contracts  were  entered  into  after  you  lqft  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment and  during  the  time  that  you  have  been  president  of  your  com- 
pany?— A.  They  were. 
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Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  contract  price  of  them? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  it?— A.  The  Octopus,  $250,000. 

Q.  The  Tarantulaf— A.  One  of  the  other  three  was  $200,000  and 
two  were  $185,000,  but  which  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  The  Octopus  is  in  the  Navy  Year  Book  of  1907,  page  584,  and 
the  contract  price  is  $200,000. — A.  That  is  wrong. 

Q.  You  are  nositive  about  that? — A.  I  am  positive. 

Q.  Has  the  Octopus  been  accepted  by  the  United  States? — A.  The 
Octopus  has  not  been  delivered  to  the  United  States  yet. 

Q.  Have  the  others?— A.  Yes;  they  have  been  delivered. 

Q.  And  are  a  part  of  the  United  States  Navy? — A.  Yes.  Final 
acceptance  under  the  terms  of  the  contract  has  not  yet  taken  place,  but 
it  is  about  due. 

S.  As  to  the  Octopus,  that  was  the  bo*t  that  was  engaged  in  the 
s  a  year  ago? — A.  This  spring;  yes. 
Q.  The  contract  price  of  which  you  say  is  $250,000.    State  to  the 
committee  the  cost  of  that  boat,  so  far  as  has  come  to  your  knowledge 
as  president  of  the  construction  company. — A.  I  can  not  give  you  the 
exact  figures. 

Q.  In  what  way  can  we  obtain  them? — A.  I  can  give  them  approxi- 
matelyand  within  a  small  amount? 

Q.  What  information  can  you  give  us  now? — A.  I  can  give  you 
substantially  the  cost. 

Q.  What  is  it? — A.  The  cost  of  those  boats,  as  it  comes  to  me^  is 
merely  the  construction  cost  and  is  divided  into  two  parts,  that  which 
s  performed  by  my  company  and  that  which  is  performed  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  and  reported  to  us  as  a  part  of  the  construc- 
tion cost.  Now,  the  Octopus  has  not  yet  been  delivered  to  the  Gov- 
ernment and  its  record  is  not  complete,  but  at  the  present  time  it 
stands  approximately  thus:  The  construction  cost  of  the  boat  to  my 
company  is  $200,000  and  the  cost  so  far  as  returned  to  us  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  is  about  $35,000. 

Q.  So  that  the  total  cost  approximately  would  be  $235,000? — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  To  the  Electric  Boat  Company? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  And  the  contract  was  $250,000  with  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  that  include  incidental  expenses,  office  expenses,  and 
administrative  expenses  and  matters  of  that  kind? — A.  No;  it  does 
not,  as  I  understand  it.  It  includes  simply  the  direct  charges  to 
the  cost  of  the  boat. 

Q.  For  the  physical  construction  of  the  boat? — A.  Yes. 
Q.  What  is  the  size  of  that  boat  ? — A.  She  is  105  feet  long. 
Q.  What  is  the  tonnage? — A.  The  tonnage  displacement  when 
submerged  is  274  tons,  which,  I  think,  is  the  tonnage  ordinarily 
given  in  the  United  States  tables. 

Q.  What  are  the  specifications  and  requirements  of  the  Octopus 
so  rar  as  surface  speed,  submerged  speed,  time  for  submersion,  and 
matters  of  that  kind?— A.  Those  are  matters  which  are  not  special 
subjects  of  consideration  to  me  and  T  am  not  the  best  witness,  and 
I  can  only  tell  you  generally  about  that.  Of  course  the  best  evi- 
dence on  that  point  would  be  the  contract  for  the  Octopus.  As  I 
recall  it,$the  Octopus  was  to  make  9$  knots  on  the  surface  and  I 
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think  it  was  8}  knots  submerged,  but  my  recollection  is  not  distinct 
about  that. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  radius  of  action  ? — A.  No,  I  do  not 
Those  are  matters  which  I  am  not  concerned  in  at  all  except  as  i 
matter  of  interest. 

Q.  In  making  your  contracts  for  boats  of  that  character  ho* 
much  does  the  question  of  tonnage  displacement  enter  into  your 
calculations)  Is  that  the  basis  of  your  contract  or  an  item  inthi 
making  of  the  contract? — A.  It  is  a  mere  item  in  making  it. 

Q.  How  is  it  regarded,  as  a  part  of  the  whole  contract,  as  a  yeiy 
considerable  figure,  or  an  inconsiderable  figure?— A.  The  Bghi 
displacement  of  the  boat,  which  is  her  actual  weight  in  pounds,  of 
course,  is  the  measure  of  what  the  boat  contains  in  materials  and  in 
structure,  and  therefore  is  the  designer's  capital  upon  which  he  woAa, 
and  it  is  a  vital  element  in  the  design  and  the  outcome  of  the  contract 

Q.  Now,  Admiral,  in  the  hearings  of  the  Naval  Committee  of  the 
House — I  think  it  was  in  1901 — you  appeared  before  the  House  Cent- 
mittee  on  Naval  Affairs,  and  what  was  your  official  position  at  that 
time? — A.  I  was  Chief  Constructor  of  the  Navy  and  Chief  of  the 
Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair. 

Q.  Were  you  the  predecessor  of  Admiral  Capps? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  In  your  testimony  at  that  time,  as  it  appears  in  the  record  rf 
this  committee,  at  page  353  and  following,  there  appear  to  be  various 
statements  by  you  as  to  the  items  of  cost  of  construction  of  a  sub- 
marine boat.  Now,  it  has  been  stated  in  this  committee  by  Ifr. 
Lilley,  as  a  basis  of  his  charge  of  excessive  cost  in  the  construction 
of  submarines,  that  you  stated  at  that  time  to  the  Naval  Committee 
that  a  fair  cost  of  a  submarine  as  then  constructed  was  $745.45  per 
ton.  Do  you  recall  that  testimony? — A.  I  never  made  any  such 
statement  anywhere  in  any  such  form  as  that.  I  gave  an  estimate 
of  what  I  considered  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  boats  then,  with  the 
knowledge  which  I  then  had.  But  I  never  gave,  according  to  mj 
best  recollection,  any  cost  per  ton.  I  never  gave  any  unit  cost,  and 
if  I  had  I  should  not  have  applied  it  in  that  way. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  the  way  in  which  you  did  give  the  cost  to  that 
committee? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  in  substance  at  that  time  as  to  the  manner  of 
your  calculation? — A.  The  manner  of  my  calculation  was  this:  The 
total  weight  of  the  boat — that  is,  dry — is  divided  up,  or  I  divided  it 
up,  into  groups  of  materials  of  similar  commercial  character.  Then 
I  assumed  for  a  group  a  price  per  pound,  which  would  be  accepted  by 
engineers  as  a  fair  commercial  market  value  for  such  material  when 
installed  in  place.  In  that  way  I  made  up  a  total  of  the  commercial 
value  of  a  boat  such  as  the  type  then  unaer  construction,  known  83 
the  Adder  class.  That  estimate  made  up  in  that  manner  amounted, 
as  I  recall,  to  approximately  $90,000. 

Q.  It  gives  it  here  $89,459.  Have  you  had  any  occasion  since  that 
time  to  examine  your  data  and  calculation? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  have  you  found  them — correct? — A.  Those  figures  were 
made  by  myself  and  one  of  my  colleagues  in  order  to  give  us  an 
approximate  idea  of  what  would  be  a  fair  commercial  value  of  a  boat 
or  that  type.  Now,  at  that  time  I  had  had  no  experience  in  the  con: 
struction  of  submarine  boats.  The  boats  themselves  had  not  been 
completed.     Since  that  time  I  have  had  the  experience  of  building 
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five  boats,  off  approximately  the  same  set  of  plans,  a  somewhat, 
improved  boat,  but  practically  the  same  as  the  Adder  class.  They 
were  duplicates  of  the  Fulton.  I  found  that  my  estimate  was  a  pretty- 
good  estimate,  pretty  fair,  that  the  only  defect  in  it  was  that  I  had 
underestimated  the  difficulty  of  assembling  a  submarine  boat,  where 
everything  is  very  much  contracted,  and  where  the  spaces  are  all 
exceedingly  small,  and  where  the  testing  of  everything  is  a  measure 
of  its  success.    I  feel  that  that  portion  of  my  estimates  was  inadequate. 

Q.  The  Adder  the  table  gives  here  as  120  tons  displacement. — A. 
Yes. 

Q.  And  your  figures  as  given  in  your  testimony,  as  stated  on  page 
353,  make  the  cost  of  $89,459.— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Which  cost,  divided  by  the  tonnage  of  the  Adder,  would  be 
approximately  $745.45? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  So  that  would  be  the  way  Mr.  Lilley  arrived  at  that  basic 
cost? — A.  I  think  I  ought  to  explain  that  the  displacement  which 
is  given  in  the  naval  books  is  the  volume  of  displacement  when  sub- 
merged, and  therefore,  while  it  is  a  measure  of  the  external  volume 
of  the  boat,  it  includes  as  matter  of  weight  the  water  ballast  which 
is  taken  in  for  trimming,  and  the  sinking  of  the  boat.  There  is  a 
very  considerable  quantity,  and  therefore  if  you  use  that  displace- 
ment for  obtaining  cost  you  get  a  very  erroneous  result.  The  cost 
per  ton  of  displacement  is  only  a  rough  approximation,  and  must 
be  understood  would  not  be  correct  or  it  would  lead  one  to  make 
very  erroneous  bids.  For  instance,  it  would  be  a  rough  measure  of 
the  cost  of  the  boat  to  say  she  costs  so  much  per  ton,  Tight  displace- 
ment, which  is  the  actual  weight  of  the  boat  dry.  In  the  case  of  the 
Adder  class  the  light  displacement  of  those  was  about  100  tons,  and 
if  that  were  to  be  used  as  a  divisor  it  would  bring  out  a  result  which 
had  some  relation  to  the  engineering  cost. 

Q.  Then  from  your  present  information  you  would  not  state  that 
$745.45  was  an  accurate  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  Adder,  based  on 
tonnage  displacement  of  120  tons? — A.  No;  I  should  say  it  was  an 
underestimate,  from  my  present  knowledge. 

Q.  Could  you  give  us  any  estimate  of  now  much  of  an  underesti- 
mate it  is  approximately? — A.  Yes.  I  should  think  that  it  should 
certainly  have  added  to  it  from  20  to  25  per  cent,  at  least  20  per  cent. 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  I  will  read  from  your  testimony  in  1901 : 

I  was  about  to  say  that  the  cost  of  a  submarine  boat  depends  upon  the  amount  of 
experimentation  which  has  to  be  done.  That  is  certainly  very  expensive.  Now,  my 
calculations  show  that  a  reasonable  cost,  with  a  handsome  profit  to  the  contractor,  for 
the  boats  now  building  would  be  $89,459. 

I  would  ask  you  if  that  same  type  of  boat  of  similar  construction 
would  cost  you  more  or  less  ndw  to  construct? — A.  Considerably 
more. 

Q.  In  what  way? — A.  Supposing  that  the  boat  was  upon  the  same 
plans  and  specifications  and  the  same  materials.  The  increase  in  cost 
over  what  it  actually  cost  at  that  time  would  be  considerable,  owing  to 
the  rise  in  the  price  of  labor  and  materials. 

Q.  Can  you  give  any  percentage  that  would  be  fairly  approximate  ? — 
A.  I  should  think  tliat  on  materials  the  increase  in  cost  would  be 
between  10  and  15  j>er  cent,  and  on:the  labor  possibly  20  per  cent. 
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Q.  Now,  to  make  it  a  matter  of  record  here,  you  have  stated 
that  the  use  of  120  tons  for  the  Adder  as  a  basis  for  arriving  at  tk 
tonnage  cost  would  not  be  fairly  accurate,  but  that  the  light  dispba- 
ment  at  about  100  tons  would  be  more  accurate. — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Which  would  make  a  tonnage  average  cost  of  about  $894  p* 
ton  on  the  figures  you  submit,  then? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Which  must  be  increased  for  labor  approximately  20  per  est 
and  for  materials  from  10  to  15  per  cent  to  get  a  fairly  average  tonnagi 
cost  in  the  same  type  of  boat?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  the  type  of  boat  that  they  use  now  require  more  or  We 
expensive  construction  and  machinery  than  the  type  of  boats  of  the 
Adder  class? — A.  It  does,  to  a  very  considerable  extent.  The  Alia 
class  of  boats  were  built  upon  the  constructive  designs,  and  the  pta» 
of  the  boats  were  not  subject  to  the  revision  of  the  Government;  th* 
materials  used  in  the-  boats  were  generally  not  subject  to  test  of  tb 
Government.  The  boats  were  built  on  wnat  would  be  called  a  com- 
mercial basis.  That  is,  commercial  materials  were  used  wherever  il 
was  practicable  to  use  them. 

Q.  In  contradistinction  to  commercial  materials,  what  other  term 
would  you  use? — A.  Materials  subject  to  naval  test. 

Q.  What  is  the  test? — A.  I  should  like  to  explain  jbhat  by  stating 
that  in  the  present  boat,  the  boats  that  have  been  built  since  the 
Adder  class,  that  the  plans  and  specifications  have  prior  to  the  making 
of  the  contract  been  subject  to  close  scrutiny  on  the  part  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. Other  requirements  have  been  added  to  the  specifications 
in  the  way  of  fittings  on  the  boat;  that  the  materials  used  have  been 
altogether  of  the  highest  grade  known  to  naval  construction^  and 
that  the  character  of  the  workmanship  has  been  correspondingly 
more  perfect. 

Q.  Does  that  make  an  increased  cost! — A.  It  means  a  very  con- 
siderable increase  in  cost. 

Q.  Can  you  give  us  any  estimate  or  percentage  as  to  that  increased 
cost  of  naval  construction  and  inspection  over  commercial  construc- 
tion and  inspection? — A.  I  was  trying  to  recollect  an  actual  concrete 
example,  but  I  can  not  recall  one  at  this  moment.  That  different 
varies  very  considerably,  depending  upon  the  type  of  vessels  to  which 
it  is  applied,  but  with  special  reference  to  these  submarines,  I  should 
say  that  the  increase  in  cost  due  to  naval  inspection  was  at  least  20 
per  cent,  and  probably  something  in  excess  over  that. 

Q.  So  that  if  $745.45  did  represent  a  fair  estimate  of  cost  by  con** 
mercial  construction  the  same  average  tonnage  cost  under  naval  con- 
struction and  inspection  ought  to  be  20  per  cent  higher! — A.  Yes. 

Q.  When  a  biclder  like  yourself  as  a  constructor  considers  a  bid  to 
a  vessel  under  naval  construction  and  subject  to  naval  inspection, 
do  you  make  any  difference  as  to  your  margin  by  which  materials 
might  be  excluded,  or  is  that  a  part  of  the  20  per  cent  you  have  already 
stated  to  us  ? — A.  That  is  a  part  of  the  20  per  cent  that  I  have  already 
stated,  but  I  would  answer  the  question  by  saying  we  do  have  to 
allow  for  that,  because  this  inspection  ie  productive  of  delays,  which 
are  exceedingly  expensive,  ana  if  you  will  permit  me  to  cover  <»» 
further  feature  of  the  increased  cost  of  the  boats  which  have  been 
built  subsequent  to  the  Adder,  it  is  fair  to  mention  that  the  exactions 
of  the  Government  in  relation  to  the  trials  and  tests  of  these  boats 
have  been  enormously  multiplied  and  have  had  an  exceedingly  serious 
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effect  upon  the  cost  of  the  boats.  Not  only  the  tests  which  the  boats 
are  subjected  to  while  building  and  which  are  most  elaborate  and 
critical,  but  those  which  are  incorporated  in  the  contract. 

Q.  These  specifications  are  much  more  severe? — A.  The  contract 
For  the  submarine  boat  is  something  that  is  worthy  of  critical  exami- 
nation. With  other  vessels  for  the  Navy  the  contract  provisions  will 
require  first-cla^ss  workmanship  and  are  generally  contained  in  the 
provision  with  regard  to  speed.  For  instance,  on  the  battle  ships  we 
take  the  vessel  out  and  submit  her  to  a  trial  test  of  the  maximum 
speed  and  then  one  of  endurance.  But  that  is  sufficient.  With  the 
submarine  boats  every  feature  of  that  boat,  every  quality  that  the 
boat  has  is  tested  with  the  most  rigid  care.  If  such  test  were  carried 
out  upon  a  battle  ship,  I  think  that  it  would  cost  over  $250,000  and 
take  several  months.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  cost  on  an  ordinary 
naval  vessel  is  on  an  average  of  little  over  1  per  cent  of  the  cost. 
whereas  the  cost  of  the  test  of  submarines  we  have  built  has  exceeded 
8  per  cent  of  the  contract  price. 

Q.  I  did  not  catch  that. — A.  The  cost  of  the  tests  under  the  con- 
tract provisions  has  exceeded  8  per  cent  of  the  contract  price. 

Q.  That  is  a  larger  sum  than  formerly  expended  for  that  purpose  ? — 
A.    Very  much  larger  than  expended  on  the  Adder  class. 

Q.  I  understand  your  basis  of  $745.45  should  be  corrected  some- 
what as  follows A.  First,  if  you  will  permit  me,  I  would  not  use  it 

at  all,  because  it  has  actually  no  relation  to  the  cost,  it  includes  a 
number  of  tons  of  water. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  want  to  understand.  First,  it  is  inaccurate,  that 
it  does  include  water  and  should  be  light  and  used  as  a  basis  of  100 
instead  of  120.  That  would  make  a  basic  cost  of  about  $900  per  ton 
instead  of  $745.45.  Then  to  bring  the  cost  down  to  the  present  there 
should  be  added  additional  cost  of  labor  and  material,  from  10  to  20 
per  cent? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  added  to  that  there  should  be  added  to  that  the  additional 
cost  of  naval  construction  and  inspection  as  distinguished  from 
commercial  construction  and  inspection? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  next  there  should  be  added  the  additional  cost  of  tests 
and  experimentation,  much  more  than  at  that  time  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  that  would  be  a  fair  basis  for  considering  tonnage  cost 
now,  would  it? — A.  It  would. 

Q.  And  that  would  be  a  sum  of  about  $1,050  a  ton,  as  I  take  it, 
in  round  numbers,  taking  the  percentages  that  you  have  given. — A. 
Adding  10  per  cent  and  then  adding  20  would  make  it  $1,170  a  ton. 

Q.  Instead  of  $745,  use  100  tons  instead  of  120  tons,  would  be 
$900  as  the  first  change;  then  add  10  per  cent  for  increase  in  mate- 
rial and  labor  15? — A.  Add  ten. 

Q.  That  will  be  $990.  Then  add  20  per  cent  for  naval  construc- 
tion, and  $900  would  be  $180  more,  would  it?-*-A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  add  about  8  per  cent  for  increased  cost  of  tests  would 
be  $70  a  ton;  that  would  De  about  right,  about  $1,240  or  $1,250  per 
ton.  Two  things  more,  Admiral.  You  stated  in  your  examination 
in  1901  that  the  question  of  patents  is  of  slight  importance  in  the 
construction  of  the  submarine;  that  familiar  methods  are  in  use 
which  do  not  infringe  upon  patents.  Are  you  of  that  same  opinion 
now,  since  you  have  been  a  constructor? — A.  That  is  a  matter  I  have 
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never  had  occasion  to  *  investigate  since.     It  is  something 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with. 

Q.  So  that  you  could  not  add  anything  to  the  opinion  given 
A.  Not  in  that  respect. 

Q.  Have  you  the  contract  for  the  seven  boats  that  were  awanM 
the  Electric  company  under  their  contract  of  last  summer  I — A.  1 

Q.  I  will  not  interrogate  you  as  to  that  now.  I  want  to  ask  f 
about  one  other  circumstance.  A  Mr.  Ferry;  of  Bridgeport,  Co* 
testified  to  this  committee  that  you  had  advised  him  to  use  white* 
influence  he  had  toward  securing  the  favorable  submarine  le^islafcl 
Do  you  recall  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Charles  Ferry,  of  Bndgepl 
Conn.,  representing  one  of  the  constituent  companies  of  the  Amerifl 
Brass  Company? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Will  you  please  state  what  that  conversation  was  with  him*- 
Mr.  Ferry's  company,  the  Bridgeport  Brass  Company,  have  had 
about  two  years  our  contracts  for  all  brass  and  copper  piping,  w< 
and  so  forth.  And  it  is  customary  where  builders  confine  tneir  cath 
to  one  concern  to  expect  supply  men  to  assist  them  in  getting  busne 
and  I  had  an  understanding  to  that  effect  with  Mr.  Ferry  when  I  g* 
him  our  contract. 

Q.  What  did  you  ask  him  to  do  ? — A.  I  asked  him  on  one  occaai 
to  see  that  Representative  Hill,  of  Connecticut,  understood  the  nJi 
tions  existing  between  his  company  and  mine  and  the  extent  of  A 
business  which  in  that  way  came  to  Bridgeport. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  him  to  influence  Mr.  Hill  as  to  his  legislate 
action? — A.  I  did  not.  I  asked  him  to  inform  him  fully  in  regard  ti 
the  business  which  came  from  my  company  to  Bridgeport.  ' 

Q.  Did  you  ask  Mr.  Ferry  to  influence  Mr.  Lilley  as  to  his  legs 
tive  action?— A.  I  did  not.  I  never  mentioned  Mr.  Lilley's  nametd 
Mr.  Ferry.  I  had  one  other  conversation  on  the  subject,  which  o*- 
curred,  I  think,  some  time  in  February  of  this  year.  Mr.  Feflt 
ceased  some  time  ago  last  year  to  have  my  contract  because  of  iper 
ficient  service.  He  came  to  me  in  Boston  and  sought  an  appoint- 
ment with  me.  He  said  that  he  had  heard  through  his  president, 
Mr.  Kingsbury,  I  think  he  named  him,  that  he  could  do  somethin| 
for  me  in  Washington  along  the  line  of  submarines.  He  said  thrf 
they  felt  very  seriously  the  loss  of  my  contract;  that  they  had  profited 
by  the  discipline  that  I  had  administered  to  them,  and  they  wouH 
give  excellent  service.  He  was  very  anxious  to  get  it  back.  He 
wanted  to  know  if  he  could  do  anything  for  me  in  the  way  of  sub- 
marines in  Washington — whether  it  would  be  any  advantage  to  him- 
I  told  him  in  the  most  positive  manner  that  when  that  contract 
came  around  to  be  awarded  again  that  it  would  be  settled  in  the 
interests  of  my  company,  as  it  had  been  before;  that  I  should  1* 
verv  much  pleased  at  anything  he  might  do  for  me,  but  I  would 
make  him  no  promises  of  any  kind,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  ffl 
any  manner,  shape,  or  form.     I  used  all  those  words  to  him. 

Q.  Did  you  in  any  way  inform  him  or  intimate  to  him  that  if  he  could 
assist  in  securing  favorable  legislation  for  the  Electric  Boat  Compaq 
that  you  would  give  him  a  contract? — A.  I  did  not.  I  took  the 
utmost  care  to  prevent  conveying  any  such  idea  to  his  mind. 

Q.  In  having  this  conversation  with  Mr.  Ferry,  or  anybody  eb 
along  that  line,  did  you  do  this  at  the  instigation  or  request  of  th« 
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Electric  Boat  Company  or  any  of  its  officers? — A.  I  did  not;  this 
aterview  was  sought  wholly  by  Mr.  Ferry. 

Q.  You  have  had  much  experience  in  the  way  of  letting  naval  con- 
tacts as  an  officer  of  the  Department  and  as  president  of  one  of  the 
Mge  companies  of  the  United  States.  I  will  read  you  a  statement 
rom  the  Boston  Herald,  which  has  been  inserted  in  this  testimony  as 
i  portion  of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lilley :  "Mr.  Lilley  has  cited  in  his 
►wn  experience  at  %  least  two  instances  in  which  appeals  have  been 
aade  to  him  by  his  constituents.,,  One  of  which  was  by  Mr.  Ferry 
Jid  the  other  was  by  Mr.  Franklin  Taylor,  of  Waterbury.  Do  you 
aiow Mr.  Taylor? — A.  No. 

Q.  The  Herald  then  goes  on  to  state,  "in  each  case  the  constituent 
as  been  bribed  to  approach  his  Congressman,  in  the  one  case  by  the 
Promise  of  a  private  contract  which  was  dependent  upon  the  passage 
I  certain  legislation."  Both  these  men  denied  that  they  made  any 
bch  statement.  Do  you  consider  it  in  the  nature  of  a  bribe  for  you 
o  approach  a  Member  of  Congress  and  confer  with  him  about  the 
titerests  of  the  naval  programme  or  the  details  of  the  naval  pro- 
gramme with  the  idea  that  if  the  naval  programme  is  decided  upon 
nd  Congress  does  appropriate  money  or  authorize  the  construction 
f  naval  vessels  that  you  may  be  then  in  the  situation  to  bid  for  such 
rork?— A.  I  do  not. 

(^.  Those  are  all  the  questions  I  have. — A.  I  would  like,  if  the 
hairman  will  permit  me,  to  absolutely  clear  up  the  Ferry  matter 
rithout  any  possibility  of  doubt. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  we  are  attempting  to  do  in  these 
losing  days,  Admiral,  to  clear  up  a  number  of  questions  about  the 
Bstimonv. — A.  Mr.  Ferry  when  he  came  to  me  did  not  mention  the 
ame  of  Mr.  Lilley.  I  had  not  idea  what  he  meant  when  he  said  that 
b  could  do  something  for  me  m  the  way  of  submarines.  He  did  not 
escribe  it  in  any  way.  I  did  not  know  that  he  was  going  to  see  Mr. 
dlley  and  did  not  ask  him  to  go  and  see  him  or  to  see  anyone  else. 
fcr.  Ferry,  however,  after  he  had  been  to  Washington,  came  back 
&  see  me  and  he  then  told  me  that  he  had  seen  Mr.  Lilley.  That  was 
be  first  time  that  the  gentleman's  name  was  mentioned  between  us. 
[e  said  that  he  had  tried  to  explain  to  Mr.  Lilley  the  commercial 
ttuation  in  regard  to  the  purchase  of  brass  materials,  and  that  Mr. 
Alley  had  burst  out  upon  nim  in  a  denunciation  of  submarine  boats 
nd  the  methods  that  were  being  pursued  here  in  Washington  and 
ad  scared  him,  Ferry,  very  much.  I  told  Mr.  Ferry  that  I  was  exceed- 
lgly  sorry  that  any  attempt  to  do  something  for  me  should  get  him 
ito  so  much  trouble,  but  he  need  have  no  anxifety  on  the  subject,  so 
kt  as  his  action  or  mine  or  my  company's  was  concerned,  of  any  kind 
t  all;  that  he  could  go  home  and  be  satisfied  that  he  had  done  what 
to  right  and  so  had  I.  That  was  the  end  of  that  episode  so  far  as  I 
ras  concerned.  I  might  also  state — I  am  anxious  to  clear  the  ground 
f  Mr.  Lilley — that  if  I  had  wished  to  influence  him  in  any  way  or  had 
tmght  to  do  it  I  had  the  most  excellent  means,  because  during  the 
revious  year  I  had  transferred  my  contract  from  Bridgeport  to  the 
American  Brass  Company,  of  Ansonia  and  Waterbury.  I  negotiated 
bat  contract  with  the  president  of  the  American  Brass  Company 
ivself . 

Q.  Who  is  that?— A.  Mr.  Brooker. 
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O.  Charles  F.  Brooker? — A.  Yes;  and  I  had  some  unde 
with  Mr.  Brooker  with  regard  to  helping  me  in  getting  busmn 
certain  territories,  but  I  have  never  had  occasion  to  take  advanf 
it.     I  have  never  asked  Mr.  Brooker  to  say  anything  for  me  d 
or  indirectly,  but  I  had  in  that  gentlenuurs  immediate  neighfo 
the  most  excellent  means  of  reaching  him  in  case  I  had  so  desired. 

The  Chairman.  Any  other  gentleman  of  the  committee  dear* 
ask  any  questions  of  Admiral  Bowles? 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Simply  to  get  it  a  little  bit  fuller  in  some  respects.  — -, 
you  made  reference  to  the  expensive  character  of  these  boats, 
I  would  like  to  have  you  state,  so  that  the  record  will  show  the  reu 
for  going  into  figures,  how  tnese  tests  differ  from  the  tests  of 
ordinary  hull  for  seagoing  purposes.     In  other  words,  I  would  like! 
have  you,  if  it  is  true,  to  go  into  the  question  as  to  whether  or  afll 
the  hull  of  a  submarine  is  so  built  as  to  stand  the  pressure  of  the  wiii 
all  around  at,  say,  a  depth  of  200  feet,  50  feet,  30  feet,  or  20  feet,  a 
10  feet;  whether  or  not  as  the  boat  dives  and  goes  under  the  pressa 
from  the  outside  increases  with  every  foot  of  depth  that  it  reado; 
whether  or  not  a  hull  to  be  fit  for  a  man  to  go  under  and  live  in  i 
must  withstand  any  probable  pressure  which  this  boat  was  design* 
to  undergo  and  at  any  particular  depth  that  it  was  contemplate 
that  it  should  dive,     luat  is  one  of  the  features  about  it.     Does  tUl 
differ  from  the  ordinary  type  of  the   ordinary  hull  for  subsurfaaj 
navigation? — A.  I  should  be  absolutely  in  favor  always  of  a  rim 
test  of  the  strength  and  the  water-tightness  of  the  hull  of  a  sub- 
marine.    It  is  a  great  comfort  to  those  who  go  own  in  them. 

Q.  The  hull,  it  is  not  like  a  surface  hull,  it  is  possible  to  spring  a  leak 
when  it  was  submerged  30  feet  under  the  surface? — A.  Yes. 
.  Q.  Why? — A.  Because  of  the  increase  in  pressure;  but  I  wooli 
like  to  finish  my  answer,  which  is  responsive  to  your  original  question 
In  the  ordinary  hull  the  water  tightness  is  decided  by  the  application1 
of  pressure  to  the  interior.  Probably  a  few  people  knew  tne  extent 
ana  care  with  which  each  compartment  of  a  naval  vessel  is  Uetd 
After  it  is  completed  every  compartment  is  filled  with  water  and 
that  water  subjected  to  pressure,  varying  according  to  the  locatioi 
of  the  compartment,  ana  must  be  made  absolutely  tight  before  it 
is  left.  That  is  the  practical  test  to  which  an  ordinary  hull  is  && 
jected.  Now,  in  the  submarine  not  only  are  those  tests  made  to* 
much  higher  pressure  than  in  ordinary  vessels,  a  surface  vessel,  is 
subjected  to,  tut  after  the  vessel  is  completed  it  is  submerged  U>* 
depth  of  200  feet  and  the  water  tightness  and  the  strength  of  tto 
structure  tested  under  those  conditions.  What  I  say  is  this,  with 
regard  to  these  tests,  that  after  having  put  down  one  of  three  boats 
to  200  feet  and  found  that  the  design  or  structure  is  amply  sufficient 
for  tha!t  purpose,  I  see  no  possible  reason  for  putting  the  whole  thi* 
of  them  down,  and  it  is  the  same  way  with  regard  to  possibly  twenty 
other  things,  where  the  Government  is  unnecessarily  duplicate 
or  triplicating  the  tests  on  these  boats  and  actually  frittering  awftj 
money  in  useless  things. 

Q.  But  the  contracts  call  for  them? — A.  The  contracts  call  for  tta»t 
and  because  it  is  there  it  must  be  subjected  to  the  tests* 
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Q.  And  the  cost  is  the  same  whether  it  is. necessary  or  not? — A. 
That  depends  upon  the  basis  upon  which  the  contract  is  made.  If 
you  make  a  contract  for  seven  Doats  with  the  understanding  that  a 
typical  boat  shall  be  selected  for  a  commercial  test  and  that  all  the 
others  shall  not  be  repeated,  it  is  a  fair  basis  of  understanding  and  is 
a  fair  basis  of  price  upon  which  the  contract  shall  be  made.  Now, 
that  was  the  fact  with  regard  to  the  boats  that  were  recently  built, 
but  it  was  not  carried  out.  I  mean  to  say  that  the  tests  were  dupli- 
cated and  triplicated,  and  we  are  put  to  unnecessary  expense,  on  the 
four  boats  we  built,  amounting  in  cost  to  $61,000. 

Q.  And  those  tests  are  demanded  by  the  Government? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  then,  as  to  the  mechanism  and  machinery  in  the  sub- 
marine, as  to  how  far  it  is  necessary  that  every  part  should  perform 
accurately  its  functions  in  order  to  give  the  boat  ability  under  the 
various  conditions  it  is  supposed  to  operate;  in  other  words,  making 
an  amphibious  thing  out  of  it. — A.  There  are  certain  points  that  it  is 
necessary  to  give  greater  attention  to;  but,  generally  speaking,  I 
should  say  that  it  did  not  require  any  greater  standard,  of  perfection 
mechanically  than  we  are  accustomed  to  apply  to  a  battle  ship. 

Q.  Suppose  the  shaft  or  something  on  the  battle  ship  shoula  break 
down;  that  is  an  important  matter  of  course;  but  tne  battle  ship 
simply  floats  and  nobody  is  particularly  imperiled,  and  it  is  an  acci- 
dent that  can  be  repaired,  relatively  speaking,  at  leisure.  Now,  sup- 
pose when  you  are  submerged  some  important  part  of  the  machinery 
breaks  and  gives  way  and  refuses  to  act,  is  the  peril  greater  to  the 
crew? — A.  Well,  I  do  not  think  it  is.  There  are  so  many  safeguards 
provided  in  a  submarine  against  such  accidents  by  which  balances 
can  be  rapidly  expelled  ana  the  boat  come  to  the  surface.  She  has 
always  buoyancy  if  she  is  let  alone  to  come  to  the  surface  herself. 

Q.  If  every  thing  works  right? — A.  Yes;  it,  of  course,  depends  upon 
where  the  accident  is. 

O.  I  merely  wanted  to  know  as  a  matter  of  fact  whether  there  had 
to  be  the  greatest  possible  caution? — A.  There  surely  does.  And 
probably  I  nave  confused  the  matter  in  my  mind  by  the  knowing  that 
in  battle  ship  work  we  make  everything  just  as  good  as  mechanics 
can  make  it,  and  we  can  not  do  any  better  in  submarines. 

Q.  A  battle  ship  simply  has  got  to  be  a  surface  boat? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  No  living  thing  can  live  in  a  battle  ship  under  surface;  but  in  a 
submarine  you  mustoe  able  to  live  in  it  under  surface  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Hence  it  seems  that  naturally  its  construction  involves  the 

ratest  care  of  human  skill  and  accuracy  to  insure  those  conditions. — 
It  does. 

O.  The  point  is  significant  in  this  way:  There  has  been  comparison 
with  colliers,  merchant  ships,  and  forms  of  construction  of  that  sort, 
wherein  the  matter  of  tonnage  furnished  the  basis  of  approximate 
cost.  I  want  to  bring  out  if  it  is  a  fact  that  that  is  no  fair  basis  of 
comparison;  there  is  no  criterion,  if  that  is  a  fact. — A.  That  is  true. 

Q.  Let  us  make  it  as  plain  as  your  scientific  training  can  make  it. — 
A.  The  construction  of  the  hull  of  a  submarine  has  no  relation  what- 
ever to  the  construction  of  the  hull  of  any  other  vessel;  it  is  more  like 
the  construction  of  a  boiler — that  is,  in  the  water-tightness.  Of 
course,  there  is  a  mechanical  problem  in  the  other  direction,  the  pres- 
sure from  the  exterior  instead  of  from  the  interior,  as  in  boilers 
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Q.  And  now  you  said  the  testimony  printed  in  this  record  befi  i 
the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  in  1902  you  did  not  use  the  figra  i 
$745.45  per  ton  as  a  proper  measure  of  calculating  the  value  of  the  i 
boats,  it  does  not  appear  as  you  have  just  stated  it,  if  I  caught  y*  i 
clearly,  that  120  tons,  the  boat  taken  as  the  type,  furnishes  the  figu 
for  the  divisor;  that  that  was  not  the  proper  divisor,  because  120  toi 
represent  the  submerged  displacement  of  the  boat,  and  it  should  be  tli 
dry  displacement  that  should  be  used  as  the  divisor,  and  accepiiii 
every  other  figure  and  statement  in  that  hearing  it  is  incorrect  to  tki 
extent  that  it  should  have  been  divided  by  100  instead  of  1201— J 
Yes,  about  100;  I  do  not  remember  the  exact  figures. 

Q.  Now,  then,  do  you  add  to  whatever  list  is  furnished  in  that  to 
timony  at  that  time  facts  derived  from  the  actual  experience  of  buik 
ing.  together  with  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  materials,  and  mattea 
of  that  sort,  until  you  reached  the  conclusion  Mr.  Stevens  has  brougi 
out? — A.  I  do. 

Q.  You  said  in  this  hearing  that  you  thought  the  patent  featun 
that  were  claimed  were  not  necessary,  and  that  devices  might  be  cm 
trived  by  intelligent  persons,  not  patented,  that  could  accomplish  th 
same  result.  In  the  absence  of  tne  Government  undertaking  to  con 
struct  submarines  for  itself  and  use  its  own  resources  for  that  purpose 
the  fact  is  that  patents  figure  nevertheless?— A.  Thev  do.  My  com 
any  agrees,  of  course,  not  to  contest  the  patents  of  the  Electric  Bod 

>mpany. 

Q.  It  is  therefore  an  element  in  cost  in  the  commercial  product** 
and  in  the  sale  of  these  boats.  Do  patents  cut  a  figure  in  the  cbstl- 
A.  I  presume  they  do.    They  do  in  other  things  that  I  control. 

Q.  Suppose  a  thine  could  oe  produced  to  be  as  effective  withottf 
patent  as  with  it,  and  nevertheless  the  patents  were  used,  would il 
fact  affect  the  cost? — A.  It  would. 

Q.  Is  that  or  not  a  fact  with  reference  to  all  submarines  built 
any  company  in  the  United  States? — A.  I  believe  it  is. 

Q.  Which  is  being  built  under  patents? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  have  no  way  of  intimating  to  wThat  extent  the  pi 
cost  properly  enters  mto  it? — A.  I  do  not  know  what  has 
expended  on  patents. 

b.  Have  you  examined  the  contract  for  the  Lake  boat 
let  by  the  Government  ? — A.  I  saw  it  very  casually. 

Q.  Y"ou  are  familiar,  of  course,  with  the  contract  let  in  *] 
you  are  building  seven  boats,  let  about  sixty  days  before  the  Lake ' 
contract? — A.  Yes,  generally.     » 

Q.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  whether  the  minimum  perfonm 
and  the  prescribed  minimum  performance  of  the  Lake  boat,  prop 
Lake  boat,  are  identical? — A.  I  believe  they  are  substantial^ 
there  is  one  difference,  I  believe,  in  the  submerged  speed,  I  thint 

Q.  Are  you  not  mistaken  about  that? — A.  I  am  not  sure;!' 
not  tell  from  recollection.     I  had  an  idea  that  there  was,  howtf 
knot  difference  somewhere.     I  can  not  say  now  where  it  is. 

Q.  Do  you  knowr  of  any  other  difference  between  the  boats 
The  Lake  boat  is  a  very  much  larger  boat  than  any  wre  are  W 
It  ought  to  be  very  much  easier  to  get  results. 

Q.  Have  you  in  mind  the  difference  in  the  maximum  gui 
of  the  two  boats  in  their  essential  characteristics?— A.  I  h*1 
that  in  mind. 
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Q.  Have  you  ever  made  a  comparison? — A.  I  have  not  made  such 
a  comparison;  no. 

Q.  Have  you  made  any  comparison  between  the  cost  of  the  Lake 
boat,  its  guaranteed  maximum  and  minimum  performance  and  ton- 
nage, with  the  guaranteed  maximum  and  minimum  performance  or 
tonnage  of  the  Electric  boats  that  you  are  constructing? — A.  I  have 
never  made  any  such  investigation  at  all. 

Q.  When  you  testified  before  the  other  committee  on  the  cost  of 
assembling,  exactly  what  did  you  mean  by  assembling? — A.  I  meaii 
to  say  in  a  submarine,  wrhere  the  spaces  are  all  very  small,  that  it  is 
necessary  for  the  work  to  proceed  in  a  strictly  orderly  manner,  and 
it  is  necessary  that  each  part  of  the  work  as  it  proceeds  should  be 
completed  before  the  next  one  can  be  taken  up. 

Q.  You  do  not  mean,  then,  the  mere  transportation  or  bringing 
together  of  the  different  materials  that  enter  into  construction  I— -A, 
No. 

Q.  You  mean  actually  putting  together  the  various  parts  that 
make  the  unit  submarine?— A.  Precisely. 

Q.  Admiral,  would  you  say  that  your  training  and  experience 
would  make  you  an  expert  in  counting  the  cost  and  profits  of  the 
construction  of  submarine  boats  ?— A.  I  think  it  ought  to. 

Q.  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  table  on  page  355  of  these 
hearings.  That  talile  purports  to  give  the  entire  number  of  boats 
built  by  the  Holland  and  Electric  Boat  companies  for  the  United 
States  Govenxment,  built  and  building  up  to  date;  the  tonnage  of 
each,  the  cost  per  boat,  the  excess  of  cost  over  $745.45  per  ton,  and 
the  total  excess  profit  per  boat,  and  the  aggregate  of  excess  profits 
and  the  total  excess  profit  per  boat  on  a  basis  of  $745.45  per  ton, 
and  total  excess  profits  on  boats  to  date  of  $1,519,728.58.  I  want  to 
call  your  attention  to  that  and  ask  you  to  take  the  same  data  and 
apply  your  experience  to  it  and  say  whether  you  agree  that  that  is  a 
proper  and  accurate  estimate  or  an  approximate  estimate  of  the 
excessive  cost. — A.  I  say  that  that  statement  has  no  relation  what- 
ever to  the  truth. 

Q.  No  relation  whatever  to  the  truth.  Bv  no  relation  do  you  mean 
it  does  not  even  approximate  the  truth? — A.  It  does  not  convey  the 
slighest  idea  of  the  facts. 

Q.  Would  you  say  or  not  that  that  or  approximately  that  sum  of 
money,  was  possible  under  these  contracts  as  a  profit  on  their  construc- 
tion?—A.  Let  us  take  the  Octopus.  According  to  the  total,  the  total 
excess  profit  per  boat  on  the  basis  of  $745.45  per  ton  is  $73,273,  which 
would  be  a  profit  of  about  35  per  cent  upon  the  contract  price.  Now,  as 
a  matter  of  actual  fact,  I  believe  that  the  construction  cost  of  the  Octopus, 
without  charging  anything  for  royalties  or  general  expenses  of  the 
Electrict  Boat  Company,  will  exceed  the  contract  price,  and  there  will 
be  no  profit  at  all.  I  am  interested  in  it.  My  company's  contract,  in 
order  to  give  us  an  incentive  to  do  economical  and  proper  work,  has  an 
interest  m  the  surplus  profits  of  these  boats.  We  shall  get  nothing  on 
those  boats.     We  scrutinize  the  cost  everv  week  with  the  utmQst  care. 

Q.  You  sav  those A.  I   am  speaking  of  the  Octopus,  Viper, 

Cuttlefish,  and  Tarantula. 

Q.  Now,  the  Grampus,  Moccasin,  Shark — have  you  any  knowelge 
about  the  cost  of  those  ? — A.  I  have  no  knowledge  as  to  the  actual 
cost  of  those  boats. 
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Q.  The  ones  you  spoke  of  you  built? — A.  The  ones  I  spoke  of  II 
built. 

Q.  And  you  speak  with  actual  knowledge  of  their  actual  cost  *- 
A.  I  speak  from  the  best  of  knowledge. 

Q.  From  your  knowledge  in  building  the  Octopus,  the  Ftper,  0* 
tlefish,  and  Tarantula,  what  would  you  say  about  the  alleged  excessh? 
profit  of  the  Holland,  Adder,  Porvoise,  Plunger,  Pike,  Shark,  id 
Moccasinl — A.  I  should  say  that  tnose  were  much  better  contracts. 
but  I  do  not  think  that  the  profits  shown  in  this  table  would  be  comet 
from  my  knowledge  of  the  situation. 

Q.  Had  you  charge  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  of  the  Xaiy 
Department  when  those  contracts  were  made? — A.  Not  when  they 
were  made. 

Q.  Did  you  have  dealings  with  them  ? — A.  They  were  building  thei 
during  the  time  I  was  chief  constructor.  The  contracts  had  beenk 
prior  to  my  assuming  that  office. 

Q.  Now,  then,  it  is  further  stated  that  in  the  bill  which  has ji^ 
passed  the  House,  future  bill  providing  $3,500,000  for  submarines, 
that  on  the  basis  of  the  Octopus  contract  the  profits  to  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  on  boats  that  they  build  at  those  prices  would  amount 
to  $1,471,520.  I  ask  you  if  you  have  considered  carefully  enougi 
the  contracts  for  seven  of  these  boats  which  I  believe  your  company 

Eroposes  to  build  to  say  whether  that  profit  is  possible  with  par 
nowledge  of  the  contract  as  originally  let? — A.  That  statements 
which  you  refer  me  in  regard  to  the  possible  profits  of  the  boats 
awarded  under  that  contains  two  assumptions  which  have  no 
foundation.  In  the  first  place,  it  assumes  that  the  contracts  will  be 
duplications  of  the  boats  already  awarded.  Of  course  it  is  in  toe 
discretion  of  the  Navy  Department  to  increase  or  decrease  the  pri« 
of  those  boats,  and  the  price  which  will  be*  fixed  by  those  contracts 
is  also  in  the  discretion  of  the  Navy  Department  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy.  Congress  appropriates  a  limit  of  cost  on  a  battle  stop 
of  $6,000,000,  and  I  am  sorry  to  say  we  never  get  the  $6,000,000; 
we  get  a  price  fixed  by  the  lowest  bidder;  so  that  that  state- 
ment is  the  merest  kind  of  wild  talk;  it  has  no  basis  whatever. 
Now,  to  answer  another  portion  of  your  question,  I  would  say  *rtb 
regard  to  the  prices  at  which  the  boats  we  are  now  building  hav* 
been  awarded,  I  was  not  consulted  by  the  Electric  Boat  Compaq 
as  to  bids  for  those  boats  because  I  was  out  of  the  country  at  tie 
time  they  were  made,  but  I  did  go  over  them  afterwards,  and  I  con- 
sidered tnem  very  reasonable  and  proper  contract  prices,  and  I  vent 
and  testified  before  the  board  on  construction  of  the  Navy  DeP^ 
ment  when  these  contracts  were  under  consideration  and  protested 
against  their  action  in  reducing  the  amount,  because  from  myexpefr 
ence  I  felt  that  they  were  reasonable  and  proper  prices,  and  l  so 
maintain  now. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  half  past*) 
when  any  other  questions  may  be  submitted  to  Admiral  Bowles. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  took  a  recess  until  2.30  o'clock  p.  m.) 

AFTER   RECESS. 

The  committee  met  pursuant  to  the  taking  of  recess  at  2.30  o'clock 
p.  m. 

All  the  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 
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The  Chairman.  Admiral,  will  you  resume  the  stand?  Mr.  Brous- 
sard  will  you  propound  the  interrogatories  submitted  by  Mr. 
Littleton? 

TESTIMONY  OF  ADMIRAL  FRANCIS  TIFFANY  BOWLES— Continued. 

By  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Admiral,  you  have  testified  that  the  direct  expenditure  by  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  on  the  Octopus  to  date  for  work  actually  per- 
formed by  them,  and  not  by  you,  is  §35,000.  Does  that  figure  include 
the  cost  of  plans? — A.  I  understand  it  does  not. 

Q.  Does  it  include  any  shop,  or  power,  or  general,  or  development, 
or  patent  expense,  any  allowance  for  office  expense,  salaries,  and  so 
forth? — A.  It  does  not. 

Q.  Then  the  actual  construction  is  greater  than  the  total  of 
$235,000,  which  would  be  indicated  as  the  construction  cost  by  your 
testimony? — A.  It  would. 

Q.  I  show  you  a  copy  of  an  official  communication  from  the  Board 
of  Construction,  dated  January  2,  1901.  Please  read  paragraph  10 
aloud. — A.  "As  regards  the  present  boats,  namely,  $170,000  each, 
the  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  if  the  cost  of  construction,  with  a 
reasonable  profit  to  the  contractors,  is  alone  considered  it  is  a  very 
high  price;  but  if  the  expenses  of  the  company  in  the  development 
of  the  boat  are  taken  into  consideration,  the  price  is  not  excessive." 

Q.  Is  the  boat  referred  to  therein  the  same  as  to  size  and  type  as 
the  Adder,  referred  to  in  your  testimony  in  1902  and  to-day? — A.  I 
understand  that  they  are. 

Q.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  underestimate  ($89,000)  which  you  made 
as  to  cost  of  the  Adder  class  does  not  take  account  of  royalties  or 
patents,  or  development  expenses  or  extra  risks  to  capital,  or  extra 
trial  expenses,  and  similar  items  affecting  the  cost,  which  were 
apparently  considered  by  the  Board  when  it  stated  that  $170,000 
-was  not  an  excessive  price? — A.  In  my  estimate  I  did  endeavor  to 
allow  for  the  trial  expenses,  but  for  the  other  items  mentioned  in  that 
question  I  did  not. 

Q.  So  that  your  estimate,  barring  that  one  item  which  you  have 
just  mentioned,  excluded  every  other  item? — A.  It  did. 

Q.  Mentioned  in  this  question? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  This  report  is  signed  by  Charles  O'Neil  and  George  W.  Melville. 
Are  these  not  the  same  O'Neil  and  Melville  whose  testimony  as  to 
cost  before  the  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  has  been  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Lilley,  extracts  from  which  appear  on  pages  351  and  353 
of  ttiis  record  ?  Have  you  read  those  pages  and  those  extracts  ? — A.  I 
am  familiar  with  the  testimony  that  is  referred  to,  understanding  it 
to  be  the  testimony  that  was  given  before  the  Naval  Committee  of  the 
House  at  the  same  time  that  my  own  was  given,  in  which  this  estimate 
was  contained,  and  I  answer  the  question  by  saying  that  they  are 
same  Admiral  O'Neil  and  Admiral  Melville. 

Q.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  Admiral  O'Neil  and 
Admiral  Melville  have  any  special  knowledge  as  to  the  cost  of  building 
submarines  from  any  experience  whatsoever  in  such  construction; 
which  knowledge  would  give  any  value  to  their  individual  testimony 
as  opposed  to  the  Board's  opinion  which  they  signed  as  members? — 
A.  I  have  not. 
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Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact,  within  your  knowledge,  that  the  cost  per  toe  am 
the  Adder  is  utterly  useless  as  a  basis  for  arriving  at  the  cost  of  ti* 
Octopus,  not  only  by  reason  of  the  substitution  of  more  expense1 
materials  as  such  and  other  causes  already  mentioned  by  you.  iwi  j 
also  by  reason  of  the  additional  number  of  expensive  fittings  and  a 
account  of  the  use  of  especially  developed  machinery  and  appliances 
instead  of  commercial  machinery  and  appliances? — A.  That  is  too. 

The  Chairman.  Any  other  member  or  the  committee  desire  to  li 
this  witness  any  questions? 

By  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say,  Admiral,  that  you  had  not  studied  ik 
Lake  contract  with*  reference  to  the  kind  of  boat  as  intended  to  be 
supplied,  the  capabilities  of  the  boat,  and  made  no  comparison  d 
them  with  the  contracts  for  the  electric  boats  made  just  before  tie 
Electric  boat  contract  was  let? — A.  I  have  not  made  any  careM 
comparison,  no. 

Q.  Could  you  take  the  two  contracts  and  by  comparison  of  them 
arrive  at  any  conclusion  of  difference  between  the  two  boats  tfd 
then  from  the  contract  price  determine  which  was  the  costlier  boil 
to  the  Government?— A.  I  do  not  think  I  could  reach  anv  sattfa- 
tory  conclusion  upon  that  point  without  an  examination  01  the  plans 
ana  specifications,  for  this  reason:  The  contract  stipulates  thatch 
tain  results  must  be  obtained,  therefore  the  only  comparison  that  I 
could  make,  of  course,  would  be  upon  the  basis  of  the  value  of  srai 
a  boat,  supposing  that  those  results  are  obtained.  Whereas  if  I b^ 
before  me  the  plans  and  specifications  I  would  be  able  to  arrive  tf 
some  sort  of  a  judgment  as  to  whether  or  not  those  results  would  be 
obtainable  and  whether  by  any  possibility  thev  might  be  exceeded 
which  would  very  much  influence  any  opinion  t  might  form  as  to  the 
value  of  the  contracts. 

Q.  The  question  I  put,  of  course,  would  depend  upon  the  hypoth- 
esis that  at  least  the  minimum  guarantee  were  made  and  would  not 
involve  any  probability  whether  they  could  be  made  or  whether 
they  could  be  exceedea,  it  would  simply  be  taking  it  contract  br 
contract  and  making  a  comparison  between  the  work,  speed,  sub- 
surface speed  and  the  maximum  in  the  two  records,  the  enduran« 
on  the  surface  and  submerged  endurance,  the  number  of  torpedo 
tubes,  the  capacity  fbr  carrying  in  storage  the  torpedoes,  the  number 
that  could  be  discharged,  and  the  conditions  that  go  into  the  effect- 
iveness of  the  boat  other  than  the  mere  materials,  the  tonnage, 
because  the  Government  is  buying  efficiency,  we  assume.— A.  That 
could  be  done  and  the  method  by  which  I  should  proceed  under 
those  circumstances  would  be  to  assume  the  dimensions  of  the  boats 
given  in  the  contracts  and  these  minimum  requirements  and  then 
proceed  to  estimate  from  my  knowledge  of  previous  construction 
what  the  cost  would  be  of  securing  those  results,  and  by  that  means 
arrive  at  what  would  be  the  cost  of  such  a  boat.  Then,  comparing 
that  with  the  cost  of  the  boat  contracted  for  by  the  Electric  Boat 
Company,  a  comparison  could  be  made  of  the  relative  value  of  the 
contracts  on  a  commercial  basis.  That  would  eliminate,  you  see* 
any  valuation  of  the  military  value  of  the  boat,  which,  of  course,  v 
arbitrary  and  would  not  have  a  price.  That  is  the  only  comparisd 
that  I  could  make.     That  could  be  done,  of  course. 
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Q.  The  Government,  in  buying  anybody's  submarine  torpedo  boats, 
would  be  governed  solely  by  the  efficiency  to  accomplish  a  certain 
urpose:  But  could  you  say  this,  where  one  boat,  say  the  Lake  boat, 
aa  a  maximum  guarantee  of  1J  miles  or  1$  knots  more  speed  or 
greater  speed  than  the  Electric  boat;  that  it  had  ten  hours  more 
sailing  endurance  than  the  Electric  boat  and  in  all  other  respects 
their  performances  were  similar,  were  identical,  would  you  say  that 
that  mile  and  a  half  excess  maximum  speed  and  that  ten  hours' 
excess  endurance  would  be  worth  in  dollars  and  cents  to  the  Gov- 
ernment $50,000,  $60,000,  $80,000,  or  $90,000,  or  any  other  sum 
more  than  the  Electric  boat,  differing  in  those  respects  only  by  a 
knot  and  a  half  of  speed  and  ten  hours'  endurance? — A.  Now,  the 
method  that  I  just  outlined  to  you  would  result  simply  in  the 
cost  of  installing  the  necessary  power  in  a  boat  to  accomplish  those 
results;  it  would  not  be  any  measure  of  the  value  of  the  boat  to  the 
Government;  that,  of  course,  I  could  not  say. 

Q.  Could  you  get  that  power  in  smaller  tonnage? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  dimensions  of  the  largest  Electric  Company's 
boats  you  are  to  build  or  are  now  building?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  got  in  mind  the  dimensions  of  this  Lake  boat? — 
A.  No;  I  have  not  in  mind  at  all  those  dimensions. 

Q.  Can  you  get  that  power  out  of  the  Electric  boats  you  are  build- 
ing?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  The  maximum  power  that  is  guaranteed  in  the  Lake  boat? — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  can  do  it? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Then  you  would  not  want  to  pay  for  additional  tonnage  if  that 
was  the  thin?  to  be  developed? — A.  I  would  certainly  not. 

Q.  Admiral,  explain  to  me,  please,  for  I  have  never  seen  one,  where 
and  how  to  get-  this  extra  endurance.  I  believe  you  have  got  to  have 
a  propelling  power  in  the  boat  in  its  submerged  condition  that  will 
not  stifle  or  Trill  anybody;  then  you  have  to  apply  different  power 
because  it  is  less  precious  when  you  are  above  the  surface,  and  those 
two  sources  of  power  equip  a  boat  for  surface  navigation  and  for  sub- 
surface navigation.  Tell  us,  please,  how  you  get  the  power  for  sub- 
surface navigation  and  how  you  get  it  for  surface  navigation;  how 
much  tonnage  is  requisite  for  the  storage  of  that  power,  surface  and 
subsurface,  so  that  we  can  see  how  that  enters  into  it.  There  is  ten 
hours  difference  in  these  two  contracts,  and  we  want  to  see  whether 
this  additional  tonnage  in  the  Lake  boat  was  necessary  to  get  addi- 
tional accommodation  for  these  two  sources  of  power  for  those  two 
purposes. — A.  The  power  for  propelling  a  submarine  is  obtained 
wholly  from  a  storage  battery,  and  the  capacity  of  the  storage  battery 
for  the  accumulation  of  power  varies  in  accordance  with  its  weight. 
The  accumulation  of  power  for  propulsion  on  the  surface  depends 
upon  the  economy  in  the  gasoline  engines  and  upon  the  quantity ^of 
gasoline  which  can  be  carried  on  the  boat. 

Now,  as  the  boat  increases  in  size  a  less  proportion  of  power  is 
required  for  the  same  speed.  That  is,  if  you  take  a  boat  of  300  tons, 
displacement,  to  propel  it  at  9 £  knots  submerged  will  require  a  defi- 
nite quantity  of  power,  but  if  you  take  a  boat  of  450  tons  displace- 
ment the  increase  of  power  for  the  same  speed  of  9J  knots  is  not  in 
proportion  to  the  size  of  the  boat;  it  is  a  very  much  less  proportion, 
so  that  the  larger  the  boat  the  easier  it  is  to  attain  the  same  speed, 
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as  the  greater  weight  is  available  for  the  storage  of  fuel.   It  is  a 
well-known  law  which  applies  to  all  vessels.     Now,  I  have  not  the  j 
information  at  hand  necessary  to  give  you  a  definite  estimate  as  to  I 
the  comparison  of  these  two  boats  along  that  line,  but  I  feel  that 
generally  the  Lake  contract  is  a  very  much  easier  contract  to  ftiffiE 
on  account  of  the  greater  size  of  the  boat;  very  much  easier. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you,  then,  to  say  this  ten  hours'  additional 
endurance  is  due  entirely  to  its  greater  size  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  that  additional  speed  can  also  be  made  more  easily  in  the 
lareer  hull  ? — A.  It  can. 

Q.  With  the  greater  displacement? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  that  increase  in  speed  and  that  increase  in  endurance 
involve  any  mechanical  intricacies  or  difficulties  that  would  add 
materially  to  the  cost  of  construction,  would  the  necessary  increase 
in  amount  of  material  to  make  the  larger  hull? — A.  No,  it  does  not; 
it  rather  diminishes  the  ratio  of  cost. 

Q.  That  is  as  much  as  you  can  say  in  the  absence  of  any  definite 
particular  comparison  from  the  contract? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  as  near  as  you  can  come  in  the  absence  of  the  construction 
plans  themselves? — A.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Any  other  member  of  the  committee  any  ques- 
tions that  they  wish  to  ask  this  witness? 

Any  other  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  present  vho 
desires  to  ask  any  questions  of  this  witness? 

Is  there  anyone  else  present  either  in  person  or  by  counsel  who 
desires  to  ask  questions  of  this  witness  ? 

By  Mr.  Stevens: 

Q.  Admiral,  has  it  ever  been  called  to  your  attention  that  this 
basis  of  8745.45  a  ton  has  been  deduced  from  your  statement  befoi* 
the  Naval  Committee  and  used  as  a  basis  for  a  calculation  of  th* 
cost  of  submarines  ? — A.  It  has. 

Q.  How  long  ago  ? — A.  The  first  time  that  I  can  recollect  at  this 
moment  was  when  Mr.  Lillev  first  introduced  these  resolutions. 

Q.  After  the  20th  day  of  February  ?— A.  Yes. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  it  had  been  previously  used  as  a  bass 
for  any  calculation? — A.  Not  that  I  remember. 

Q.  I  will  state  to  you  that  articles  have  appeared,  I  think  in  d* 
New  York  Herald  in  the  week  previous  to  the  introduction  of  the 
resolution  bv  Mr.  Lilley,  in  which  this  basis  of  $745.45  was  used. 
Was  that  called  to  your  attention? — A.  I  do  not  think  so;  I  do  not 
remember. 

Q.  An  article  appeared  in  the  New  York  Herald  calling  attention 
to  the  fact  of  excess  profits  of  the  Electric  Company  in  the  construc- 
tion of  their  submarines  and  using  the  identical  figures  that  Mr- 
Howard,  I  think,  called  your  attention  to  this  morning,  figures  of  ih* 
excess  profits  of  $1,476,296.60  as  a  basis  of  excess  profit — orgtt£ 
was  another  term  that  is  used — which  wTould  be  realized  out  of  tb 
boats  constructed  from  the  appropriation  that  was  then  pending 
which  had  already  been  approved  by  the  Naval  Committee,  and  tte 
basis  for  that  calculation  were  those  figures,  $745.45.  Had  that  aifr 
cle  in  the  New  York  Herald  been  called  to  your  attention? — A.  I*, 
not  remember;  I  have  seen  so  much  use  of  mv  name  in  conned^! 
with  this  matter  that  the  individual  instances  "have  passed  from  flj 
memory,  so  that  I  could  not  identify~any  particular  instance. 
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Q.  Can  you  identify  at  any  time  previous  to  the  introduction  of 
this  resolution  by  Mr.  Lilley  that  this  misuse  of  these  figures  was 
called  to  your  attention? — A.  No,  I  can  dot.  It  all  seemed  to  come 
on  together. 

Q.  rfow,  in  what  way  was  this  called  to  your  attention,  do  you 
recall? — A.  Only  from  reading  the  daily  papers. 

Q.  Bv  nobody  personally  %—. A.  No. 

Q.  There  has  been  a  line  of  calculation,  started  in  the  New  York 
Herald  in  the  article  that  I  referred  to,  published,  I  think,  on  the  15th 
day  of  February  last,  and  the  same  figures  and  the  same  connection 
with  the  same  persons  that  is  ascribed  to  your  figures  were  used  in 
the  anonymous  letter  to  Mr.  Frank  L.  Ecnnborough  which  is  con- 
tained in  our  record,  all  of  w^hich  were  used  prior  to  the  20th  day  of 
February  last.  After  the  20th  day  of  February  last  these  same 
figures  were  used  in  a  calculation  by  Mr.  Neff  and  then  by  Mr.  Web- 
ster. Now,  have  either  of  these  calculations  ever  been  called  to 
your  attention? — A.  Only  that  I  read  them  in  the  papers. 

Q.  But  in  no  other  way? — A.  In  no  other  way. 

Mr.  Thurston  (handing  the  committee  some  questions).  In  offer- 
ing these  questions  I  am  not  trying  to  discredit  the  price  of  sub- 
marine boats  either  one  way  or  the  other. 

The  Chairman.  The  following  question  is  submitted  by  Mr.  Simon 
Lake,  president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  through  his 
counsel,  Senator  Thurston: 

*'Q.  1.  Admiral,  you  say  you  could  get  the  same  power  in  the 
boats  now  under  construction  as  is  to  be  put  in  the  Lake  l>oat.  What 
power  is  to  be  put  in  the  Lake  boat,  gas  engine  and  electric?" 

A.  I  do  not  know.  My  answer  to  that  Question  referred  to  the 
power  necessary  for  the  speed  guaranteed  under  the  contract. 

Q.  One  and  one-half  knots  in  excess  of  the  speed  provided  for  in 
the  Lake  boat? — A.  Yes.  I  say  that  power  can  oe  put  in  the  Electric 
Boat  Company's  boats  and  secure  the  same  results. 

"Q.  2.  The*  largest  boat  under  contract  with  the  Electric  Boat 
Company  carries  four  torpedo  tubes.  The  Lake  boat  carries  six. 
The  torpedoes  in  the  Electric  Company's  boats  only  fire  with  the 
axis  of  the  ship,  while  four  of  the  tubes  of  the  Lake  boat  fire  at  any 
angle  within  280  degrees.  Does  not  this  increase  both  the  cost  and 
the  efficiency  of  the  vessel  V 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  To  some  considerable  extent? — A.  I  do  not  know  how  it  is 
accomplished,  so  I  could  not  give  any  measure  of  the  cost.  But  I 
do  think  that  adds  to  the  efficiency  of  the  vessel  a  considerable. 

.  "Q.  3.  The  Lake  boat  contains  special  features,  such  as  a  diving 
compartment,  means  for  navigating  on  the  bottom  in  shallow  water, 
and  other  special  features  which  have  been  considered  of  great 
value  by  various  boards  in  this  country  and  abroad.  Do  you  know 
whether  these  would  add  very  materially  to  the  cost  of  the  Lake 
boat?" 

A.  I  should  think  it  might  add  slightly  to  the  cost  of  the  Lake 
boat  but  nothing  to  the  value. 

Q.  But  it  would  add  to  the  cost? — A.  Yes. 

"Q.  4.  The  Lake  boat  has  a  reserve  buoyancy  on  the  surface  of 
about  28  per  cent,  which  is  added  for  the  purpose  of  affording  sea- 
worthiness.   Would  not  this  reserve  of  buoyancy  call  for  much 
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greater  power  for  propelling  a  vessel  of  500  tons  than  is  called  for 
in  propelling  a  vessel  of  340  J:ons,  at  similar  submerged  speed?" 

A.  Not   necessarily. 

Q.  You  mean  to  say  that  a  500-ton  boat  with  buoyancy  on  the 
surface  of  about  28  per  cent,  would  be  propelled  at  the  same  speed 
submerged  that  a  vessel  of  340  tons  without  that  28  per  cent  of 
excess  buoyancy,  wdth  the  same  power? — A.  No.  I  do  not  mean 
it  might  be  the  same  power,  I  mean  to  sav  that  the  increase  in  power 
wrould  not  be  in  proportion  to  the  size  of  the  boat. 

Q.  But  it  would  make  some  increase  in  the  cost,  would  it  not  ? — A. 
Probably  it  would.  Not  necessarily  in  proportion  to  the  size  of 
the  boat.     It  probably  would  reduce  the  cost. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  other  questions,  Senator  Thurston? 

Senator  Thurston.  No. 

By  Mr.  Stevens  : 

Q.  I  think  it  is  rather  important  to  get  all  the  information  you  have 
on  the  subject  I  was  interrogating  you  upon  before  the  questions  of 
Mr.  Lake  were  propounded.  As  I  read  your  testimony  as  to  the  cost 
of  submarines  when  you  were  Chief  Constructor,  which  were  given  in 
January,  1904,  before  the  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  and 
from  that  time  up  to  the  20th  day  of  February,  1908,  while  this  was 
a  matter  of  record  you  heard  nothing  about  this  computation  of 
$745.45  being  used  as  a  basis  for  the  calculating  of  the  cost  of  sub- 
marines ? — A.  I  never  heard  that  unit  mentioned.  The  only  time  that 
the  matter  has  come  up  for  discussion  to  me  was  when  the  Navy 
Department  had  under  consideration  the  price  of  the  seven  boats 
that  we  are  now  building.  And  I  then  went  before  the  Board  on 
Construction,  of  which  Admiral  Converse  was  the  president,  and 
explained  briefly  the  method  that  I  had  pursued  in  preparing  that 
estimate,  and  what  my  subsequent  experience  had  been  in  boats  of 
the  same  type. 

Q.  And  at  that  time  you  changed  your  basis  somewhat,  did  you  ? — 
A.  At  that  time  I  made  an  explanation  to  them  which  corresponded 
exactly  with  what  I  have  made  to  you ;  and  in  neither  my  explanation 
nor  their  discussion  of  the  matter  was  the  unit  of  cost  per  ton  ever 
referred  to. 

Q.  And  these  particular  figures  of  $745.45  per  ton  were  never 
used  in  any  of  these  statements  or  calculations? — A.  Never.  They 
would  not  naturally  have  been  used  by  me,  because  I  knew  thle 
absurdity  of  their  application. 

Q.  What  I  wrant  to  get  is,  if  you  had  heard  of  their  being  used  by 
anybody  else. — A.  Never,  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  During  these  last  six  years  you  have  either  been  actively  inter- 
ested as  an  officer  of  the  Navy  Department  or  as  the  head  of  a  con- 
struction company  in  the  construction  of  submarines,  have  you  not  i — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  So  that  your  opinion  has  been  of  some  interest  and  influence  in 
determining  various  questions  that  grow  out  of  submarine  boats  I — 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  that  testimony  that  you  gave  that  we  have  referred  to  has 
been  used  by  various  parties  in' the  Navy  Department  and  out  of  the 
Navy  Department,  and  by  various  boat  companies  that  are  inter- 
ested in  these  matters,  has  it  not  ? — A.  I  imagine  so. 
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Q.  Don't  you  know  that  it  has  been  used  as  a  basis  for  more  or 
less  discussion  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  in  all  that  discussion  through  these  six  years  you  have  not 
heard  this  particular  basis  of  figures  of  $745.45  per  ton  used? — A.  I 
have  not,  in  my  recollection. 

Q.  Then  up  to  the  time  that  this  statement  appeared  in  the  New 
York  Herald  on  Februarv  15  last,  where  it  first  appears  to  have  been 
used,  and  in  the  letter  that  was  written,  that  same  day,  the  anony- 
mous letter  written  on  that  same  day  to  Mr.  Frank  L.  Edinborougn, 
of  Michigan,  both  of  which  appear  in  our  hearings,  and  for  the  first 
time  these  figures  appear  to  fee  used  as  a  basis  for  calculation,  that 
is  the  first  you  have  known  of  their  being  used  ? — A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  The  next  time  that  they  appear  to  be  used  is  as  the  testimony 
appears  in  this  book  by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Neff  in  preparing  ques- 
tions for  this  committee,  and  in  preparing  the  resolution  introduced 
by  Mr.  Lilley,  No.  264,  on  the  27th  day  of  February  last.  In  those 
two  ways  these  same  figures  have  been  used  as  a  basis.  Did  you 
hear  of  that? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  of  any  other  place  where  these  figures  have 
been  used? — A.  No;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Outside  of" those  two  that  I  have  called  to  your  attention? — 
A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  You  never  heard  of  any  other  place  where  this  particular  cal- 
culation based  upon  your  testimony  of  six  years  ago  has  been  used? — 
A.  I  have  not. 
^  Q.  Do  you  maintain  a  system  of  newspaper  clippings  in  connec- 
tion with  your  business?— A.  I  do  not. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  anyone  else  who  has  any  questions  to 
ask  of  this  witness? 

Mr.  Lilley  was  very  desirous  that  Admiral  Bowles  should  be  sum- 
moned as  a  witness,  and  the  committee  greatly  regrets  that  he  is  not 
here,  either  in  person  or  by  counsel,  to  propound  any  additional 
questions  which  ne  might  desire  to  submit. 

Admiral  Bowles.  I  am  very  glad  to  be  here,  and  1  certainly  think 
it  is  Mr.  Lilley's  duty  to  be  here,  considering  the  use  he  has  made  of 
my  name. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Lilley' s  physician  sent  the  committee  the  fol- 
lowing certificate; 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  April  27,  1908. 
H.  S.  Boutell,  Esq., 

Chairman  of  Select  Committee. 

Dear  Sir:  I  respectfully  certify  that  Mr.  Georee  L.  Lilley  is  ill  and  physically  unable 
to  appear  before  your  committee,  and  in  my  judgment  will  be  unable  to  report  for  at 
least  ten  days. 

E.  W.  REI8INGER,  M.  D. 

The  Chairman.  On  Friday  last  Mr.  Lilley  testified  he  did  not 
believe  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  corrupted  any  Member  of 
the  House.  He  further  testified  that  he  did  not  believe  that  it  had 
indirectly  effected  the  corruption  of  any  Member  of  the  House  through 
corruption  of  the  press;  also  that  he  did  not  believe  that  it  had 
indirectly  corrupted  any  Member  of  the  House  through  the  corrup- 
tion of  anyone  connected  with  the  Navy  Department.  This  com- 
mittee understood  him  to  still  adhere  to  the  conviction  that  the 
Electric  Boat  Company  had  received  excess  profits  on  boats  already 
sold  to  the  extent  of  $1,000,000  or  more.     He  apparently  adhered 
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to  that  conviction,  notwithstanding  the  testimony  of  the  offices 
of  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  of  Admiral  Capps,  present  Chief  of 
the  Bureau  of  Construction,  "and  of  Charles  K.  Flint,  the  foreign 
sales  agent  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  who  testified  he  M 
not  think  there  had  been  any  excess  profits  in  the  sale  of  the  botfc 
of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  to  the  American  Government,  aad 
that  he  thought  the  prices  were  similar  to  those  paid  by  foreign 
Governments  for  similar  boats  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
But  notwithstanding  this  testimony  he  appeared  to  adhere  to  hb 
conviction  that  there  had  still  been  an  excess  profit,  and  desired  to  \ 
have  your  testimony,  as  he  seemed  to  base  his  conviction  upon  the 
testimony  which  you  had  previously  given.  i 

On  the  19th  of  March  Mr.  Lilley  left  with  this  committee  adotth  j 
ment,  among  others,  reading  as  follows:  i 

"Mr.  Chairman,  I  desire  the  committee  to  ask  any  witness  thai  | 
testifies  that  the  Octopus  type  are  worth  more  than  $745.45  per  ten 
the  following  questions:"  | 

Then  follow  a  series  of  25  questions.  All  of  the  important  or  per- 
tinent questions  of  the  list  have  already  been  propounded  to  ton 
The  other  questions,  which  have  not  been  asked,  the  committee 
would  hardly  feel  justified  in  taking  the  time  in  asking,  as  they  w 
simply  questions  to  test  the  supposed  intelligence  of  the  witness so 
testifying.  In  view  of  Mr.  Lillev's  testimony  on  page  1354  of  the 
record,  (^L  think  Admiral  Bowles  is  a  far  more  superior  business  mm 
than  most  of  the  naval  officers.  He  is  president  of  a  great  comjanv 
and  does  a  large  business.  He  must  necessarily  have  a  better 
knowledge  of  cost,"  the  committee  does  not  feel  justified  in  cross- 
questioning  you  as  to  your  capacity  to  give  the  evidence  which  you 
have  submitted  to  the  committee. 

If  there  is  no  one  present  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Lilley  to  submit  any 
other  questions  to  this  witness,  he  may  be  discharged. 

We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Admiral,  for  tlie  trouble  ef  com- 
ing here  from  your  business. 

The  committee  expected  to  put  in  a  little  more  evidence,  the  wind- 
ing up  of  some  of  the  tangled  threads,  but  it  does  not  seem  to  be  avail- 
able for  this  afternoon.  Unless  some  of  the  parties  interested  have 
any  testimony  they  care  to  have  taken  up  before  that  day,  the  coifr 
mittee  will  take  a  recess  until  Thursday  at  half  past  2,  and  the  com- 
mittee wall  endeavor  to  have  all  their  witnesses  whose  names  have 
been  handed,  and  whose  testimony  the  committee  desires  to  hear, 
present  on  that  day. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  Thursdav,  April  30, 
1908,  at  2.30  o'clock  p.  m.) 

COMPAEATIVE  STATEMENT,  SUBMARINE  BOATS,  SUBMITTED  W 

L.  T.  SPEAE. 

In  accordance  with  forms  prescribed  by  the  Navy  Department? 
bids  for  submarine  boats  were  received  and*  publicly  opened  Apn1 
30,  1907.  That  is  prior  to  the  competitive  trials  held  at  Newport  a 
May,  1907.  These  bids  covered,  as  required  by  the  Navy  Dep*^ 
ment,  boats  of  the  same  type  as  those  competing  in  the  trials. 


Among  the  bids  submitted  bv  the  Lake  Company  was  one  for*1 

displacement,  which  was  substantially1 


85-foot  boat  of  235  tons 
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duplicate  of  the  Lake  which  competed  in  the  trials.  There  was 
also  a  bid  for  a  100-foot  Lake  boat,  type  A,  275  tons  displacement, 
which  is  substantially  the  same  displacement  as  the  Octopus  (274). 
There  was  also  a  bid  for  a  142-foot  Lake  boat,  type  A,  500  tons  dis- 
placement, which  bid,  it  is  understood,  became  the  basis  for  the 
contract  given  the  Lake  Company  February  3,  1908,  although  it 
would  appear  from  the  testimony  taken  by  the  committee  that  the 
Lake  Company  was  permitted  to  modify  this  design  and  submit  a 
supplemental  bid  thereon  where  the  price  asked  was  $525,000  instead 
of  $450,000,  as  originally  bid  and  as  finally  incorporated  in  the  con- 
tract. 

The  Electric  Boat  Company's  bids  covered  two  sizes  of  vessels, 
one  being  105  feet  long  and  274  tons  displacement  (that  is  the  dupli- 
cate of  the  Octopus  which  participated  in  the  trial)  and  one  being 
135  feet  long  ana  340  tons  displacement. 

The  Electric  Boat  Company  has  recently  completed  and  delivered 
to  the  Government  three  vessels  of  the  Viper  class,  85  feet  long  and 
174  tons  displacement,  which  may  be  used  in  comparison  with  the 
85-foot  Lake  boat  of  235  tons  above  referred  to. 

From  the  bids  themselves  and  from  the  actual  contracts  executed 
and  from  the  trial  performances  of  the  vessels  figures  may  be  obtained 
which  enable  a  comparison  of  prices  to  be  made  on  a  basis  of  per- 
formance.    Below  will  be  found  three  such  comparisons : 

First. .  Between  the  85-foot  Lake  boat  of  235  tons  displacement 
included  in  the  bids,  a  substantial  duplicate  of  the  Lake  which  par- 
ticipated in  the  trials,  and  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  85-foot  boats 
of  the  Viper  class,  and  174  tons  displacement,  contracted  for  in  1905 
and  now  mpossession  of  the  Government. 

Second.  Between  the  100-foot  Lake  boat,  type  A,  275  tons  dis- 
placement, included  in  the  bids,  and  the  Electric  Boat  Company's 
Octopus,  105  feet  in  length  and  274  tons  displacement. 

Third.  Between  the  142-foot  Lake  boat,  type  A,  of  500  tons  dis- 
placement, included  in  the  bids  and  subsequently  contracted  for,  and 
the  Electric  Boat  Company's  135-foot  boat,  340  tons  displacement, 
included  in  the  bids  and  subsequently  contracted  for.  In  both  of 
these  cases  the  guarantees  incorporated  in  the  contracts  have  been 
changed  in  some  respects  from  those  originally  submitted  in  the  bids. 

1.  Eighty-five-foot  boats. — The  contract  price  for  the  three  Electric 
Boat  Company's  boats  of  the  Viper  class  was  $190,000  each.  The 
bid  price  for  three  Lake  boats  was  $198,000  each,  or  $8,000  more  per 
boat  than  the  Electric  Boat  Company's  contract  price.  The  follow- 
ing table  gives  the  guarantees  and  the  actual  trial  performances  in 
each  case  and  shows  the  cheaper  vessel  furnished  by  tlie  Electric  Boat 
Company  to  be  superior  in  performance  to  the  more  expensive  Lake 
boat: 


Item. 


Electric  Boat  Com- 
•  pany. 


I  Contract     Trial  per- 
!  guaranty,    formance. 


1.  Surface  speed,  engines  only knots.. 

2.  Corresponding  fuel  endurance nautical  miles. . 

3.  Maximum  submerged  speed knots. . 

4.  Submerged  endurance  at  6.75  knots  .nautical  miles. . 

5.  Submerged  endurance  at  5.65  knots do 

6.  Time  to  submerge 


a  75 

437.5 
8 


Lake  Company. 


9.1 

555 

&2 

33.5 

40 

4' 


Bid  guar- 
anty. 

Trial  per- 
formance. 

a  75 
400 
6.75 
15 

7.59 
395 
5.65 

17 

V  19" 
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2.  One  hundred-foot  boats. — The  bid  price  for  one  100-foot  boat  of 
the  Lake  Company,  Type  A,  275  tons  displacement,  was  $300,000. 
The  actual  contract  price  for  the  Octopus  was  $250,000.     The  bid  i 
price  for  new  and  improved  Octopus  was  $323,000,  and  the  actual  con- 
tract price  for  the  new  and  improved  Octopii,  now  under  construction, 
was  $285,000  each.     The  following  table  gives  a  comparison  between 
the  promises  as  represented  by  the  Lake  Company's  bid  and  the  actual 
performance  of  the  Octonus  in  official  trials.     The  comparison  can  not 
be  made  complete,  as  there  are  a  number  of  important  performance 
characteristics  which  are  not  guaranteed  in  the  Lake  Company's  bids. 
In  all  of  these  the  Octopus  showed  superiority  in  the  competitive 
trials. 

Octopus   JLakeGo* 
Item.  .  trial  per-  Ipany'ibM 

formanca.    guaranty. 

1.  Surface  speed,  engines  only knots.. 

2.  Corresponding  fuel  endurance nautical  miles.. 

3.  Maximum  submerged  speed knots..' 

4.  Submerged  endurance  at  8  knots nautical  miles.. 

8.  Large  boats. — The  contract  price  for  the  142-foot  Lake  boat.,  type 
A,  500  tons  displacement,  is  $450,000.  The  contract  price  for  tie 
Electric  Boat  Company's  135-foot  boat  of  340  tons  displacement  is 
$360,000.  The  prices  named  are  based  upon  the  fulfillment  by  the 
boats  in  their  official  trials  of  the  maximum  guaranties  in  the  con- 
tracts, but  provision  is  made  in  each  contract  whereby  in  case  of 
failure  to  attain  the  maximum  guaranties,  the  boats  may  be  accepted 
at  a  reduced  price  in  accordance  with  the  schedule  of  penalties  art 
forth  in  the  contract,  provided,  however,  that  the  performance  on 
trial  does  not  fall  below  the  set  of  minimum  guaranties  also  contained 
in  the  contract.  The  following  table  shows  the  guaranties,  also  the 
penalty  in  each  case: 


No 


Item. 


Mail-    {  Guaran-  |    Mini-    |  Guaran-  , 
mum.     ty,  Lake ,    mum,    i  ty,  Lake  '  r»dnai«iM  wk 
Electric  |  Torpedo    Electric  !  Torpedo  |  P^SkT 


Boat    !     Boat     .     Boat    ,     Boat 
Co.      '      Co.      '      Co.      I      Co. 


_l_ 


l  i 

13  ;  14  12*  12f  $10,000  per  knot 

60'  70  50  60  |  $500  a  knot 


Surface  speed knots.. 

Fuel  endurance,  full  speed,  surface, 

hours. 

Submerged  speed knots..;  9*  9*  9  9  '  $15,000  a  knot. 

3-hour  speed,  submerged do ,  8  8  7)  7}         Do. 

Time  to  submerge  from  full  speed  on  |  6  6  8  ,  8    $500amtoata 

surface  to  full  speed  submerged,  ,  ' 

minutes.  |  I 

Reversing  screws seconds.  J  10  10  15  15  '  $100  a  second. 

Metacentric  height,  submerged,  '  13  15  ,  10  10    $1,000 an ineb, 

inches.  j  i  |  j  *  ( 


It  will  be  noted  from  the  table  the  maximum  guaranties  for  the  two 
boats  are  identical  except  in  the  following  respects: 

1.  Surface  speed,  Lake  guarantees  1  knot  more  than  the  Electric 
Boat  Company. 

2.  Fuel  endurance,  full-speed  surface,  Lake  guarantees  ten  houis 
more  than  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 

7.  Metacentric  height  submerged,  Lake  guarantees  2  inches  more 
than  the  Electric  Boat  Company.  The  minimum  in  all  respects  are 
exactly  the  same  except  as  to  fuel  endurance;  the  Lake  Company 
guarantees  ten  hours  more  than  the  Electric  Boat  Company. 
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Now  let  us  assume  that  the  performance  of  the  vessels  on  trial  is 
identical  and  that  both  equal  or  exceed  the  minimum  guaranties  and 
then  the  difference  in  price  to  be  paid  by  the  Government  will  be 
represented  by  the  excess  guaranties  of  the  Lake  Company  and  terms 
of  the  penalty  rate  that  is  as  follows: 

rknot  surface  speed,  at  $10,000  a  knot $10,000 

10  hours  surface  endurance,  at  $500  an  hour 5,000 

2  inches  metacentric  height,  at  $1,000 2,000 

Total 17,000 

The  excess~contract  price  for  the  Lake  boat  is  $90,000,  which2  less 
the  above  sum  for  penalties,  becomes  $73,000,  which  is  the  additional 
sum  which  will  be  received  by  the  Lake  Company  under  its  contract 
over  the  amount  received  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  in  the  case 
of  equality  of  performance. 


House  of  Representatives, 
WasMriffton,  D.  a,  Thursday,  April  SO,  1908. 
The  committee  met  at  4.30  o'clock  p.  m.,  Hon  H.  S.  Boutell  (chair- 
man) in  the  chair. 

All  members  of  the  committee  were  present. 
The  Chairman.  There  will  be  inserted  in  the  record  at  this  point 
the  testimony  taken  by  the  subcommittee  in  New  York  City,  and 
also  following  that  the  testimony  taken  by  the  subcommittee  in 
New  Orleans. 

Testimony  taken  at  the  office  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company, 
Atlantic  System,  No.  349  Broadway,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  on  Mon- 
day, April  13,  1908,  by  Hon.  M.  E.  Olmsted  and  Hon.  William  M. 
Howard,  subcommittee  appointed  under  the  following  resolution 
adopted  by  the  select  committee  appointed  under  House  resolu- 
tion 288,  viz: 

Resolved,  That  the  chairman  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  to  appoint  Mr.  Olmsted 
and  Mr.  Howard  a  subcommittee  to  take  testimony,  either  together  or  separately,  in 
New  York  City,  with  power  to  summon  witnesses,  administer  oaths,  and  incur  all 
necessary  expenses  in  the  premises. 

TESTIMONY  OF  WILLIAM  G.  LEUMAN. 

William  G.  Leuman,  being  called  and  sworn  by  Mr.  Olmsted, 
testified  as  follows: 

Examined  by  Mr.  Howard: 

Q.  Mr.  Leuman,  what  position  do  you  hold  in  this  company's 
office?— A.  Assistant  ticket  agent. 

Q.  Did  you  sell  a  ticket  to  J.  C.  Lake  in  the  month  of  March? — A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Transportation  to  what  point? — A.  I  sold  a  ticket  to  a  gentle- 
man by  the  name  of  J.  C.  Lake,  for  use  of  himself  and  wife,  two  tickets, 
New  York  to  Habana  and  return. 

Q.  New  York  to  Habana  and  return? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wfcat  point  or  place  between  New  York  and  Habana  did  those 
tickets  permit  landing? — A.  New  Orleans  only. 
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Q.  What  was  the  limit  of  the  tickets? — A.  The  limit  of  the  tickets 
was  six  months. 

Q.  When  were  they  purchased? — A.  As  far  as  I  can  remember, 
they  were  purchased  tne  day  before  sailing. 

Q.  What  date  was  that?— A.  That  would  be  the  17th. 

Q.  Of  what  month?— A.  Of  March. 

Q.  What  year?— A.  1908. 

Q.  Where  were  they  purchased? — A.  At  this  ticket  office  here. 

Q.  Were  they  purchased  b}r  Mr.  Lake  in  person? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  his  wire  present  at  the  time  of  the  purchase?—^  No,  sir. 

Q.  He  was  alone? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  of  the  day  was  that? — A.  Noon  time. 

Q.  Was  any  other  person  with  him  ? — A.  Not  so  far  as  I  can  remem- 
ber; he  was  alone. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  left  New  York  on  the  trip  that  those 
tickets  provided  for? — A.  I  remember  seeing  him  on  tne  dock.  I 
have  looked  up  the  purser's  record,  which  shows  his  name  and  the 
same  ticket  numbers. 

Q.  On  what  ship  was  that  ? — A.  The  steamship  Momus. 

Q.  New  York  to  New  Orleans? — A.  New  York  to  New  Orleans. 

Q.  Sailing  when? — A.  Twelve  o'clock  noon,  Wednesday,  March  IS, 
1908. 

Q.  Have  you  any  information  as  to  when  she  arrived  at  Jfcr 
Orleans? — A.  I  have  the  book;  I  can  give  it  to  you.  [Consulting 
book.]     Arrived  at  New  Orleans  March  23,  at  11.10  a.  m. 

Q.  Did  you  get  the  information  from  the  purser's  books  that  he 
sailed? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  kind  of  looking  man  was  this  Mr.  Lake  to  whom  you  soH 
those  tickets? — A.  I  should  judge  he  was  a  middle-aged  man. 

Q.  Was  he  apparently  in  health  or  otherwise? — A.  Well,  I  can 
not  sav. 

Q.  Did  he  look  to  be  feeble  or  decrepit  in  any  way? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  wear  a  beard  ? — A.  I  think  he  did,  so  fax  as  I  remember; 
but  I  could  not  swear  to  that. 

Q.  About  what  was  his  stature — his  height? — A.  About  thtf 
gentleman's  height  [indicating  Mr.  Olmsted]. 

Q.  The  height  of  Mr.  Olmsted?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  he  a  slender  or  stout  man? — A.  He  was  not  stout;  more 
a  medium. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  color  of  his  hair? — A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Whether  it  was  black A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Or  brown  or  gray? — A.  I  do  not.  I  would  recognize  to< 
I  think,  from  a  photograph  if  it  were  shown  me. 

Q.  Did  he  make  any  application  to  the  office  or  have  any  corre- 
spondence with  the  office  Def ore  the  ticket  was  purchased?— A.  0^5 
tne  day  before,  I  think,  he  was  asking  the  rates.  He  came  in  tfc 
next  day,  I  think,  and  got  his  ticket. 

Q.  That  would  be  the  16th  that  he  made  the  first  inquiry? — A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  The  18th  that  he  sailed?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  extent  of  the  inquiry  that  he  made  on  the  16thV- ' 
A.  Just  the  rates,  and  so  forth,  and  the  route. 

Q.  From  where  to  where? — A.  To  Habana. 

Q.  Did  he  mention  any  other  route? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Just  asked  for  that  one  trip.  Did  he  say  anything  about  a  trip 
to  the  Bahamas  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  (By  Mr.  Olmsted.)  Bermuda? — A.  No,  sir;  not  as  far  as  I 
remember.     We  would  have  no  lines  going  there. 

Q.  (By  Mr.  Howard.)  He  bought  the  ticket  only  over  the  route 
he  inquired  about? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  particularly  inquire  about  the  stop-over  at  New 
Orleans? — A.  >*o,  sir;  no  doubt  he  was  going  to  stop  over  there, 
because  he  asked  for  no  reservation  out  of  Aew  Orleans.  '  • 

Q.  At  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  ticket? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  asked  for  no  reservation  out?— A.  No,  sir. 

<J.  Have  you  any  means  of  telling  whether  he  left  New  Orleans 
and  went  to  Habana  or  any  other  port  ? — A.  You  would  have  to  take 
that  matter  up  with  New  Orleans. 

Q.  Are  there  no  reports  coming  from  your  steamship  back  here? — 
A.  Not  from  the  Habana  service  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  You  would  have  no  report  of  that? — A.  Not  so  far  as  I  know. 

Q.  You  have  no  means  of  knowing  whether  he  left  at  any  time? — 
A.  Only  by  checking  it  up  with  New  Orleans. 

Q.  iJave  you  any  knowledge  when  the  ship  Excelsior  sailed  from 
New  Orleans  for  Habana?— A.  I  would  have  to  look  that  up.  Those 
sailings  are  very  irregular.  They  take  them  off  and  put  them  on 
again. 

Q.  You  have  no  knowledge  of  that? — A.  No,  sir;  they  are  very 
indefinite  down  there. 

Q.  Have  you  any  information  in  this  office? — A.  I  do  not  think  I 
can  very  well  find  that  out.  It  can  be  found  out  by  getting  the 
manager's  office — the  agent's  office  on  the  pier — when  stie  would  sail. 

Q.  Would  you  have  at  this  office  a  copy  of  the  sailing  list  from 
New  Orleans  to  Habana  t— A.  I  will  see.  He  left  here  on  March  18. 
[Reading  from  book:]  Excelsior  from  New  Orleans  26th  of  March  and 
April  4. 

Q.  (By  Mr.  Olmsted).  You  now  find  from  information  in  your 
possession  that  the  Excelsior  was  scheduled  to  sail  Thursday,  March 
26,  and  Saturday,  April  4? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  she  sailed  Saturday,  April  4,  when  would  she  be  due  to  arrive 
at  Habana  ? — A.  April  6. 

Q.  You  would  not  have  the  passenger  list  of  either  of  those  sail- 
ings?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  the  passenger  list  giving  the  names  of  those  who  sailed 
on  the  Excelsior  from  New  Orleans  April  4,  1908? — A.  No,  sir;  we 
do  not  receive  those  lists  at  this  office. 

Q.  That  can  be  found  at  the  New  Orleans  office  of  the  company? — 
A.   Yes,  sir. 
•  Q.  The  purser's  list  shows  that  he  was  on  the  boat? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Testimony  taken  in  New  Orleans,  La..  April  15,  1908,  by  Hon.  R.  F. 
Broussard,  subcommittee  appointed  under  the  following  resolution 
adopted  by  the  select  committee  under  House  Resolution  No. 
288,  viz: 

Resolved,  That  the  chairman  be,  and  he  is  hereby^  authorized  to  appoint  Mr.  Brous- 
sard a  subcommittee  to  take  testimony  in  this  investigation  in  New  Orleans,  to  summon 
witnesses,  administer  oaths,  and  incur  all  necessary  expenditures  in  the  premises. 
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Subcommittee  of  the  Select  Committee 

Under  House  Resolution  No.  288, 

New  Orleans,  La.,  April  15, 1908. 
The  subcommittee  met  at  10  o'clock  a.  m. 
Present,  Hon.  Robert  F.  Broussard. 

TESTIMONY  OF  JOHN  DELEHANTY. 

Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation,  Mr.  Delehanty  ? — A.  I  am  a  detective 
employed  with  the  Boyfan  Detective  Agency. 

Q.  Do  you  know  J.  C.  Lake,  of  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  or  Rutherford, 
N.  J.?— 7 A.  Do  I  know  him  personally?    No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  him? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  obtain  instructions  in  behalf  of  the  select  com- 
mittee of  the  House  appointed  by  the  Speaker  to  investigate  chares 
made  by  Representative  Lilley,  of  Connecticut,  on  his  responsibility 
as  a  Member  of  the  House;  and  if  so,  from  whom  did  you  get  the 
instructions  ? — A.  I  received  instructions  on  April  6  from  Mr.  E  & 
Michel,  superintendent  of  the  Bovlan  Detective  Agency,  to  locate 
one  J.  C.  Lake,  of  Rutherford,  N.  J.,  or  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  said  to  be 
registered  within  the  month  or  so  in  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  ascertaii 
on  what  date  and  what  hotel  did  he  sail  for  Bermuda,  or  anywhere 
else,  on  what  ship,  and  on  what  date,  and  what  was  his  destination. 

At  10.40  a.  m.,  on  April  6,  when  I  left  the  agency  with  orders  from 
Superintendent  H.  S.  Michel  to  locate  J.  C.  Lake,  of  Rutherford,  X.  J.. 
or  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  registered  within  a  month  or  so  in  New  Orleans, 
La.,  and  ascertain  on  what  date  and  at  what  hotel  did  he  stop  in  Nef 
Orleans,  and  did  he  sail  from  New  Orleans  to  Bermuda,  or  anywhere 
else,  and  on  what  ship,  what  date,  and  what  was  his  destination.  I 
first  called  at  the  St.  Charles  Hotel,  and  had  the  clerk  to  look  over.the 
register  for  the  name  of  J.  C.  Lake  as  far  back  as  February  1,  but  do 
such  party  had  ever  stopped  at  the  St.  Charles  Hotel;  then  I  went  to 
the  Hotel  Grunewald,  the  Cosmopolitan,  the  Commercial,  Fabachers. 
Hotel  Louisiana,  and  Bush,  ana  had  the  registers  examined  as  fa 
back  as  February  1,  1908,  but  the  name  of  J.  C.  Lake  did  not  apj*tf- 
I  then  went  to  the  New  Orleans  Transfer  Company,  and  had  inquiries 
made  for  Mr.  J.  Faust,  and  he  told  me  to  leave  a  memorandum  and 
call  back  about  2.30.  I  then  went  to  the  Hotel  Denechaud  and  had 
the  clerk  look  over  the  register  and  index  book,  and  he  found  thai 
J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  registered  froni  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  on  March  23. 
1908,  at  this  hotel,  and  left  on  March  24.  There  was  no  forwarding 
address  given,  nor  did  he  provide  for  any  record  of  any  baggage. 

I  also  made  inquiries  from  the  maid  on  the  eighth  floor,  as  Lab 
and  wife  had  occupied  room  817,  and  she  said  she  could  not  recoiled 
who  stopped  in  this  room  on  the  23d.  I  then  went  to  to  the  Pared 
Transfer  Company  and  had  the  clerk  look  over  the  baggage  record  ofl 
March  23,  but  he  said  he  had  never  handled  any  baggage  for  J.  t 
Lake. 

I  then  went  to  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  had  the  clerk  mab 
an  examination  of  the  list  of  passengers  that  left  for  Central  America 
from  March  23,  under  the  name  of  JVC.  Lake  and  wife;  but  he  didnd 
appear  on  any  of  their  lists.     I  then  went  to  Viccaro  Brothers,  anJ 
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the  Bluefields  Steamship  Company,  and  J.  B.  CefaJu,  but  no  such 
parties  had  left  for  Central  America  on  any  of  their  boats.  I  then 
went  to  the  New  Orleans  and  Porto  Rico  Steamship  Companies  and 
had  the  clerk  inquire  as  to  their  passenger  list  there,  but  no  one  by  the 
name  of  J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  had  left  by  any  of  theif  vessels.  I  then 
went  to  the  L.  and  N.  R".  R.  passenger  depot  and  the  New  Orleans 
and  Northeastern,  but  could  not  find  any  trace  of  the  parties.  I  then 
returned  to  the  New  Orleans  Transfer  Company,  and  Mr.  Faust  had 
the  following  memorandum  for  me: 

J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  arrived  on  the  steamship  Momus  from  New  York  on  March  23, 
1908,  and  had  two  trunks,  which  were  taken  to  a  boarding  house  at  1539  Jackson  avenue 
on  the  24th. 

I  then  went  to  1539  Jackson  avenue,  the  boarding  house  of  Mrs. 
Delhommer,  and  made  inquiries  for  J.  C.  Lake  and  wife,  and  was 
informed  he  had  left  on  Saturday  and  had  gone  to  Habana  on  the 
steamship  Excelsior,  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Steamship  Company, 
and  they  would  go  from  Habana  to  New  York.  Mrs.  Delhommer 
said  they  would  not  return  to  New  Orleans.  I  asked  Mrs.  Delhommer 
where  Mrs.  J.  C.  Lake  was  from,  and  she  answered  "  Bridgeport. 
Conn."  I  then  went  to  the  steamship  company  to  see  Mr.  Ensign,  ana 
he  showed  me  the  list  of  passengers,  and  the  name  of  J.  C.  Lake  and 
wife  were  on  this  list.  Mr.  Ensign  said  these  tickets  were  also  good 
on  the  Ward  Line  from  Habana  to  New  York.  The  Excelsior  will 
arrive  at  Habana  early  Monday  night. 

Now,  this  is  the  report  of  the  7th.  Continuing  in  the  J.  C.  Lake 
inquiry,  I  was  instructed  to  ascertain  who  keeps  the  boarding  house, 
1539  Jackson  avenue,  where  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  stopped;  is  it 
a  boarding  house,  and  what  rate  did  Lake  and  wife  pay;  if  they 
stopped  there  for  a  week  or  a  month,  or  how  long  were  they  there. 
I  first  made  inquiry  at  the  drug  store  on  the  corner  of  St.  Charles 
avenue  and  Jackson  avenue,  and  was  informed  that  this  house,  1539 
Jackson  avenue,  was  a  private  boarding  house  kept  by  Mrs.  M.  E. 
Delhommer.  I  then  went  to  see  Mrs.  Delhommer  and  was  informed 
by  her  that  Lake  paid  two  and  one-half  per  day.  This  included 
both  of  them,  and  ne  stayed  there  from  March  24  until  April  4. 

Now,  on  April  10.  Continuing  the  J.  C.  Lake  matter,  I  went  to 
the  Southern  Pacific  Steamship  ticket  office  in  the  St.  Charles  Hotel 
and  made  inquiries  from  Mr.  Ensign,  the  ticket  agent,  if  Mr.  J.  C. 
Lake  and  wife  left  on  the  steamship  Excelsior  for  Habana,  had  they 
limited  tickets,  and  I  was  informed  that  they  had  tickets  limited  to 
ninety  days,  and  Ensign  said  they  could  return  to  New  York  from 
Habana  by  the  Ward  Line  or  they  could  go  into  Mexico.  I  then 
returned  to  the  agency  and  reported  same  to  Hon.  Robert  Broussard 
and  Mr.  W.  G.  Boylan.  With  Mr.  Broussard  I  went  to  Jackson  and 
St.  Charles  avenues  and  waited  for  Mr.  Broussard  and  went  to  Del- 
hommer's  boarding  house.  Mr.  Broussard  remained  there  about  a 
half  hour,  and  when  he  came  out  he  told  me  the  lady  who  came  from 
the  stfeamer  Momus  with  J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  had  stopped  at  the 
Denechaud  Hotel  and  had  visited  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lake  when  they 
were  stopping  at  Mrs.  Delhommer's  boarding  house.  Mrs.  Del- 
hommer did  not  know  the  lady's  name.  I  then  went  to  the  new 
Denechaud  to  see  if  any  lady  had  registered  there  from  Bridgeport, 
Conn.,  on  the  23d  of  March,  but  could  not  find  any  J.  C.  Lake  and 
wife,  but  there  was  a  Mrs.  R.  M.  McConnell,  of  Stamford,  Conn., 
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who  was  at  the  Denechaud  from  March  23  for  a  few  days,  and  thej 
had  room  501.  They  were  registered  several  lines  before  J.  C.  Lake 
and  wife.  Mr.  Broussard  told  me  that  Lake  had  received  several 
telegrams  and  letters  while  he  was  stopping  at  Mrs.  Delhommer's, 
and  that  he  was  very  nervous  and  could  not  sleep  at  night,  and 
claimed  to  have  resided  in  Michigan.  The  Times-I>emocrat  of  the 
24th  of  March,  1908,  in  the  list  of  passengers  on  the  steamship 
Momu8,  which  arrived  from  New  York,  showed  the  name  of  J.  C. 
Lake  and  Mrs.  Lake,  and  also  the  name  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  McConnelL 
This  I  learned  from  Mr.  Broussard,  who  told  me  that  Lake  paid 
Mrs.  Delhommer  for  two  weeks'  board  for  Lake  and  wife  and  only 
stopped  there  ten  days,  at  two  dollars  and  one-half  per  day. 

Now,  this  is  the  report  of  the  11th.  Continuing  in  the  J.  C.  Lake 
operations,  I  went  to  Mrs.  Delhommer's  boarding  house  at  1539 
Jackson  avenue,  with  instructions  to  ascertain  from  which  company, 
the  Western  Union  or  the  Postal,  did  he  receive  telegrams;  if  she 
recollected  the  post  mark  on  his  mail;  and  if  Mrs.  Delhommer  would 
examine  the  room  occupied  by  Lake  and  wife  in  order  to  see  if  he  had 
left  any  papers,  letters,  or  telegrams  behind. 

I  saw  Mrs.  Delhommer,  who  said  she  had  only  signed- for  one  tele- 
gram for  Mr.  Lake,  but  could  not  recollect  whether  it  was  from  the 
Western  Union  or  the  Postal.  She  said  she  could  not  say  how  long 
Lake  was  at  her  house  when  this  telegram  came,. and  I  made  inquiries 
from  the  colored  dining-room  porter,  and  he  said  he  never  received  or 
signed  for  telegrams  for  Lake  or  wife.  As  for  mail,  she  never  received 
any  at  her  house,  and  visited  the  post-office  every  day,  and  she 
thought  he  got  all  his  mail  at  the  post-office;  and  she  told  me  she  was 
also  of  the  opinion  that  he  got  telegrams  at  the  telegraph  office.  She 
made  a  search  of  his  room,  and  said  there  was  nothing  there,  and  that 
the  last  two  days  he  was  at  her  house  he  was  very  anxious  to  know  if 
he  got  to  Habana  if  he  would  be  compelled  to  go  out  on  amount  of 
quarantine,  and  was  undecided  whether  he  would  go  into  Mexico  or 
return  to  New  York  from  Habana.  Mrs.  Delhommer  said  that  what- 
ever scraps  of  paper  Lake  had  left  in  the  room  had  been  burned  up. 

On  the  13  th  I  went  down  to  the  steamship  Excelsior,  which  arrived 
from  Habana,  and  I  saw  Mr.  J.  J.  Banks,  the  steward,  and  he  said  he 
had  a  conversation  with  Lake  as  Lake  went  from  here  to  Habana, 
and  Lake  told  him  he  was  g;oing  to  stop  at  the  Ocean  View  Hotel  in 
Habana,  and  would  only  be  in  Habana  a  few  days,  and  that  he  would 
go  to  New  York  by  the  Ward  Line. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  Congress  present  who  desires  to  interrogate 
this  witness,  either  personally  or  through  attorney  ? — A.  No  answer. 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  having  an  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  this 
investigation  who  desires  to  propound  any  question  to  this  witness, 
either  personally  or  through  attorney? — A.  No  answer. 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  else  present  who  desires  to  interrogate  this 
witness,  either  in  person  or  through  attorney? — A.  No  answer. 


TESTIMONY  OF  T.  P.  CTJMHINGS. 
T.  P.  Cummings,  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  follows: 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard:  a  < 

y  Q.  Give  your  full  name,  address,  and  occupation. — A.  T.  >h^>  flya- 
^nings;  manager  of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Coi^       ^v,  301 
t.  Charles  street.  ™ 
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Q.  Mr.  Cummings,how  long  have  you  been  manager  of  the  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company  in  New  Orleans? — A.  About  five  and 
one-half  years. 

Q.  You  are  occupying  that  position  "now? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  charge  and  control  of  all  telegrams  sent  by  your 
company  and  received  by  it  here  ? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  They  are  in  your  direct  custody? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  the  domicile  of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Com- 
pany— where  was  it  chartered  ? — A.  In  New  York. 

Q.  New  York  State?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  are  its  headquarters? — A.  New  York  City. 

Q.  Who  is  the  president  of  the  company? — A.  Robert  C.  Clowry. 

Q.  Who  is  the  vice-president? — A.  There  are  several.  I  will  give 
you  all  the  officers,  as  follows:  George  J.  Gould,  vice-president;  J.  B. 
Van  Every,  vice-president;  Thomas  F.  Clark,  vice-president;  G.  W. 
E.  Atkins,  acting  vice-president;  A.  R.  Brewer,  secretary;  J.  B.  Van 
Every,  auditor;  M.  T.  Wilbur,  treasurer;  John  F.  Dillon,  general 
counsel;  George  H.  Fearons,  general  attorney;  Rush  Taggart,  H.  D. 
Estabrook,  solicitors. 

Board  of  directors:  Thomas  T.  Eckert  (chairman),  Robert  C. 
Clowry,  John  T.  Terry,  Chauncey  M.  Depew,  Samuel  Sloan,  E.  H. 
Harriman,  John  Jacob  Astor,  Edwin  Gould,  John  T.  Michell,  C.  Sidney 
Shepard,  Frank  J.  Gould,  Harris  C.  Fahnestock,  James  Stillman,  J.  J. 
Slocum,  Henry  Walters,  J.  Pierpont  Morgan,  James  H.  Hyde,  Morris 
K.  Jessup,  Henry  M"  Flagler,  Geoige  J.  Gould,  Howard  Gould,  Oliver 
Ames,  Jacob  H.  Schiff ,  Henry  A.  Bishop,  John  B.  Van  Every,  W.  L. 
Bull,  Thomas  H.  Hubbard,  Thomas  F.  Clark,  Charles  Lanier. 

Q.  Have  you,  as  manager  of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Com- 
pany in  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  any  telegram  or  telegrams  addressed 
to  or  sent  bv  J.  C.  Lake,  the  president  or  vice-president  or  general 
manager  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  a  corporation  domiciled 
in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  with  offices  and  headquarters  in  New 
York  City  and  in  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  received  or  sent  between  the 
23d  day  of  March,  1908,  and  the  4th  day  of  April,  1908;  and  if  you 
have,  are  you  ready  and  prepared  to  turn  such  telegrams  and  the 
receipts  therefor  in  cases  wnere  they  were  received  here,  to  the  Select 
Committee  appointed  bv  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives  under  House  Resolution  No.  288,  Sixtieth  Congress, 
first  session,  a  copy  of  which  I  now  tender  you  [Mr.  Broussard  hands 
the  witness  a  copy  of  House  Resolution  No.  288]? — A.  I  can  not 
answer,  as  the  question  does  not  describe  the  messages  specifically 
in  order  that  a  proper  search  of  the  files  might  be  made  for  them. 

Q.  Are  you  willing  to  make  a  search  of  your  files  for  a  telegram  or 
telegrams  "received  or  sent  by  J.  C.  Lake  while  he  was  in  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  between  the  23d  day  of  March,  1908,  and  the  1st  day 
of  April,  1908,  and  if  you  find  any  such  telegrams  either  received  by 
him  or  sent  by  him,  and  the  receipts  for  such  telegram  in  the  event 
such  telegram" was  received,  are  you  willing  to  turn  such  telegram  or 
telegrams  over  to  this  committee  through  me,  its  duly  appointed 
subcommittee? — A.  Without  further  advice  from  our  legal  depart- 
ment I  would  prefer  not  to  make  answers. 

Q.  Are  vou  willing,  on  my  instructions  now,  to  go  to  your  office 
and  look  for  such  telegrams  as  I  have  just  described  in  iny  former 
questions  and  deliver  them  to  me? — A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Why? — A.  For  the  reason  that  the  telegrams,  if  any  such  exist, 
are  of  a  confidential  nature,  and  the  legal  authority  calling  for  their 
production  seems  to  be  in  doubt. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  by  that  answer  to  question  my  authority  to 
command  those  telegrams,  or  do  you  mean  to  question  the  authority 
of  the  men  through  whom  I  have  made  service  on  you? — A.  The  serv- 
ice on  me  does  not  seem  to  be  sufficiently  specific,  and  I  would  prefer 
to  have  further  advice  from  the  company  before  answering  definitely. 

Q.  If  a  specific  summons  was  made  on  you  with  a  writ  of  subpoena 
duces  tecum  would  you  insist  upon  the  service  being  made  through 
a  regularly  appointed  and  commissioned  and  sworn  Sereeant-at-Arm 
of  the  House  of  Representatives? — A.  That  course  would  seem  to  me 
to  be  proper. 

Q.  My  question  is,  would  you  question  the  authority  of  the  man 
if  he  did  not  hold  a  commission  from  the  Sergeant-at-Arms  to  serve 
a  subpoena  duces  tecum  upon  you. — A.  I  did  not  question  the  author- 
ity, but  I  would  prefer  to  have  further  advice  from  my  company  on 
tins  subject. 

Q.  Well,  you  have  had  since  day  before  yesterday  to  get  that 
advice.  I  do  not  see  that  I  can  give  you  any  further  time  now.  I 
ask  you  to  answer  the  question. — A.  The  description  of  the  message 
or  messages  appears  to  be  vague,  and  it  would  be  difficult  to  conduct 
an  intelligent  search  of  our  files,  and  I  would  not  be  able  to  make  the 
search. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Cummings,  if  there  was  a  telegram  received  by  J.  C. 
Lake  while  he  was  here  during  the  dates  mentioned,  or  a  telegram 
sent  by  him  to  anyone,  could  you  not  find  that  in  the  records  of 
your  office? — A.  We* could  have  a  search  made  of  the  entire  files; 
yes,  sir. 

3.  Well,  suppose  I  insist  that  you  should  search  your  entire  files; 
d  not  you  tnen  find  it  or  them? — A.  It  could  doubtless  be  found, 
but  the  demand  for  the  message  appearing  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a 
search  warrant,  and  not  based  on  an  intimate  knowledge  of  the 
message,  it  would  seem  improper  to  make  the  search. 

Q.  Of  course  you  can  understand  that  if  the  committee  knew  what 
was  in  these  messages  they  would  not  bother  jrou  about  them. 
They  can  not  give  you  a  more  accurate  description,  because  the 
object  is  to  find  out  what  is  in  the  message  or  messages.  Can  you 
suggest  any  way  by  which  I  can  more  fully  describe  tne  message  or 
messages  that  were  received  by  J.  C.  Lake  while  he  was  in  rfew 
Orleans,  except  to  say  "  telegrams  sent  by  J.  C.  Lake  and  telegrams 
received  by  J.  C.  Lake  through  your  office?" — A.  No,  sir;  I  could  no* 
suggest;  but  the  company's  rules  are  that  no  messages  are  to  be  pro- 
duced without  they  are  specifically  described. 

Q.  What  do  you  understand  by  "specifically  described,"  or  what 
does  your  company's  rule  mean  by  "specifically  described;"  do  you 
mean  the  contents  of  the  telegram? — A.  The  date  of  the  message, 
the  address,  the  destination,  and  the  substantial  text,  and  the  signature. 

Q.  If  that  could  not  be  described,  then  I  understand  under  your 
rule  of  your  company  you  would  decline  to  furnish  them?— ^A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Aiid  without  further  description  than  has  been  given  in  these 
auestions  heretofore  propounded  to  you,  you  decline  to  produce 
them? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  You  do  not  raise  a  question  of  the  subcommittee's  authority 
to  demand  them  under  the  resolution  of  Congress? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  raise  any  question  of  the  officer  who  has  heretofore 
served  notice  on  you  to  appear  here  to-day,  nor  his  authority  to  serve 
further  notice  accompanied  by  subpoena  duces  tecum  for  the  pro- 
duction of  telegrams? — A.  Without  knowing  definitely,  I  assume 
that  he  has  the  authority. 

Q.  "Who  do  you  mean  by  "he?" — A.  The  process  server. 

Q.   You  would  recognize  his  authority? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  would  not  comply  with  the  subpoena  duces  tecum  if  a 
description  of  the  document  or  documents  desired  to  be  obtained 
from  you  did  not  comply  with  the  rule  of  your  company  which  jou 
have  just  described?— A.  I  could  not  comply  except  on  positive 
instructions  of  the  company,  and  it  would  oe  necessary  for  me  to 
take  iip  the  matter  further. 

Q.  How  soon  could  you  hear  from  your  company  if  I  gave  you 
further  to  produce  these  documents;  could  you  do  it  to-day? — A.  In 
perhaps  five  or  six  hours. 
m  Q.  Well,  I  will  grant  you  five  or  six  hours.  Will  you  get  instruc- 
tions from  your  company,  and  can  you  report  back  here  by  5  o'clock  ? — 
A.  I  think  so;  I  will  try;  yes,  sir. 

TESTIMONY  OF  WILLIAM  A.  POBTETJS. 

William  A.  Porteus,  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  follows: 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Mr.  Porteus,  please  give  your  name,  occupation,  and  address. — 
A.  William  A.  Porteus;  manager  Postal  Telegraph  Cable  Company, 
208-210  St.  Charles  street;  residence,  114  South  Clark  street. 

Q.  What  is  the  domicile  of  your  company? — A.  New  York;  I 
think  it  is  either  New  York  or  New  Jersey;  I  believe  it  is  New  Jersey. 

Q.  Your  main  office  is  in  New  York? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  me  the  names  of  the  officers  of  jour  company;  the 
vice-president,  the  board  of  directors,  together  with  the  addresses  of 
each  of  them?— A.  Clarence  H.  Mackay,  president;  Edward  J.  Nally, 
first  vice-president  and  general  manager;  Charles  H.  Adams,  second 
vice-president;  Charles  r.  Bruch,  third  vice-president;  George  G. 
Wara,  fourth  vice-president.  Board  of  directors:  Clarence  H.  Mac- 
kay, Charles  R.  Hosmer,  Charles  P.  Bruch,  George  G.  Ward,  Edward 
C.  Piatt,  James  W.  Ellsworth,  Edward  Reynolds,  Edward  J.  Nally, 
Charles  G.  Adams,  George  Clapperton.  Edward  C.  Piatt,  treasurer; 
Therodore  L.  Culler,  jr.,  assistant  treasurer;  Edward  Reynolds, 
auditor;  Isaac  Smith,  superintendent  of  tariffs;  Walter  D.  Francis, 
.  superintendent  of  supplies;  Minor  M.  Davis,  electrical  ejigineer;  John 
F.  Skirrow,  associate  electrical  engineer;  Fernand  E.  d'Humy,  assist- 
ant electrical  engineer;  John  O.  Stevens,  secretary;  Henry  F.  Haw- 
kins, assistant  secrteary;  John  Doran,  superintendent  complaint 
and  claim  department;  Stephen  B.  Haig,  superintendent  of  traffic; 
Charles  Shirley,  assistant  superintendent  of  traffic;  Christopher  A. 
Rhodes,  traveling  auditor;  Edward  S.  Butterfield,  general  agent 
money  transfer  service. 

Q.  Mr.  Porteus,  as  manager  of  the  Postal  Telegraph  Cable  Com- 
pany in  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  will  you  produce  all  telegrams 
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received  or  sent  from  your  office  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  by  J.  C. 
Lake,  of  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  or  Rutherford.  N.  J.,  between  the  dates 
of  the  23d  day  of  March,  1908,  and  the  4th  day  of  April,  19081— A. 
I  would  further  have  to  consult  with  my  company,  and  be  governed 
according  to  the  legal  advice  given  me  by  our  attorneys. 

Q.  You  mean  you  would  insist  upon  subpoena  duces  tecum  being 
served  on  you  as  manager  of  the  company  before  you  would  answer 
this  question?— A.  Most  assuredly. 

Q.  If  such  were  served  on  you,  how  soon  could  you  secure  this 
advice  and  return  here  to  reply?— A.  Possibly  at  about  5  o'clock 
this  evening. 

Q.  Until  such  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  is  served  on  you  you  would 
not  comply  with  an  order  for  you  to  examine  your  files  and  turn 
over  to  this  subcommittee  such  telegrams  as  you  have  or  majr  have 
sent  or  received  for  J.  C.  Lake  dunng  the  dates  mentioned  in  the 
former  questions? — A.  No,  sir. 

TESTIMONY  OF  H.  8.  MICHEL. 

H.  S.  Michel,  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  follows: 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Give  your  name,  address,  and  occupation.— A.  H.  S.  Michel, 
superintendent  Boylan  Detective  Agency;  business  address,  636 
Gravier  street;  residence  address,  1313  Penniston  street. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  connected  with  the  agency  ? — A.  Since 
the  1st  of  January,  1890. 

Q.  Do  you  know  J.  C.  Lake,  of  Rutherford,  N.  J.,  or  Bridgeport, 
Conn.  ? — A.  I  do  not  know  him  personally,  but  I  have  heard  of  nim. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  him? — A.  No,  sir. 

O.  Now,  will  you  relate  if  jour  agency  has  had  anything  to  do 
witn  the  attempt  to  locate  him  here  or  elsewhere,  and  when  that 
was? — A.  Yes,  sir.  On  Monday,  April  6,  Mr.  R.  P.  Stoeckler.  of 
this  city,  called  at  the  agency,  on  Mr.  W.  G.  Berlin,  the  principal  of 
the  agency,  I  being  present,  and  exhibited  a  telegram.  Mr.  Brous- 
sard, Congressman  from  the  Third  Congressional  district  ?  asking 
Mr.  Stoeckler  to  employ  a  detective  for  the  purpose  of  locating  J.  C 
Lake,  who  was  said  to  be,  or  had  been,  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans, 
and  presumably  had  taken  a  steamer  for  Bermuda.  One  of  our 
detectives  was  at  once  detailed 

Q.  What  is  his  name? — A.  Mr.  J.  Delehanty;  and  in  a  short  time 
after  he  started  taking  in  the  hotels,  he  telephoned  from  the  Denechaud 
Hotel  that  he  had  located  the  fact  that  J.  C.  Lake  had  registered  at 
the  Denechaud  Hotel,  from  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  the  23d  of  March, 
and  left  the  hotel  on  the  24th  of  March.  I  instructed  him  to  see. 
Mr.  Denechaud,  see  the  maids  and  porters,  as  he  had  stated  in  his 
message  there  was  no  evidence  of  baggage  being  handled  at  the  hotel. 

Q.  The  details  of  that  report  Mr.  Delehanty  has  been  given,  and 
it  will  be  useless  for  you  to  repeat  them  here  now. — A.  From  then 
the  baggage  was  located,  and  was  traced  to  Mrs.  Delhommer's  board- 
ing house,  at  1539  Jackson  avenue. 

Q.  Did  that  investigation  reveal  the  fact  that  they  stayed  overnight 
at  the  Denechaud — J.  C.  Lake  and  wife — or  that  they  had  moved 
the  next  morning? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  To  Mrs.  Delhommer's? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  the  baggage  go  to  the  Denechaud  Hotel  ? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  not  the  parties  reach  the  city  of  New  Orleans  on  the  steamer 
Comust — A.  Comus;  I  think  it  was  either  the  Momus  or  the  Comus. 

Q.  Where  did  the  baggage  go  from  the  steamer? — A.  To  the  trans- 
fer company's  office. 

Q.  It  did  not  go  to  the  Denechaud  Hotel  at  all? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  from  the  transfer  company's  office,  where  did  the  baggage 
go  %—. A.  To  Mrs.  Delhommer's  boarding  house,  1539  Jackson  avenue. 

Q.  Was  there  any  evidence  ascertained  at  the  Denechaud  that 
would  indicate  where  they  had  gone  after  leaving  the  hotel? — 
A.  Yes,  sir;  inquiry  was  made  as  to  where  they  had  gone. 

Q.  Neither  the  maid  nor  the  porter— A.  Neither  the  porter,  nor 
the  cashier,  nor  anyone  else  knew  at  the  hotel. 

Q.  How  did  you  ascertain  that  they  had  moved  to  Mrs.  Del- 
hommer's? — A.  By  tracing  the  baggage. 

Q.  From  the  New  Orleans  Transfer  Company? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  your  man  went  over  to  Mrs.  Delhommer's,  was  J.  C.  Lake 
there?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  had  become  of  him? — A.  He  had  left  on  the  4th  of 
April— Saturday,  the  4th  of  April — on  the  steamer  Excelsior  for 
Habana. 

Q.  Now,  from  that  point  did  you  try  to  locate  him  in  Habana? — 
A.  We  immediately,  as  per  your  request,  cabled  to  our  representa- 
tive at  Habana 

*  Q.  What  reply  did  you  get? — A.  (Continuing.)  Advising  him  of 
the  date  of  the  departure  of  the  steamer,  and  asking  him  to  locate 
J.  C.  Lake  and  wife,  and  if  not  in  Habana,  their  destination.  Not 
receiving  a  reply,  we  cabled  on  Friday  night,  and  not  receiving  a 
reply  on  Saturday,  on  Saturday  night,  I  being  personally  acquainted 
with  Mr.  Nelson  Polhamus,  Cuban  consul  of  this  port,  I  called  on 
him  and  asked  that  he  furnish  us  the  name  of  some  one  to  cable  to  at 
Habana. 

Q.  Mr.  Polhamus  was  in  the  city? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  position  does  he  occupy? — A.  Cuban  consul;  at  least 
consul  for  the  Republic  of  Cuba  at  tnis  port.  I  saw  him  at  his  resi- 
dence, No.  1815  St.  Charles  avenue,  on  Saturday  night,  and  he  thought 
it  was  best  for  me  to  write  a  cable  officially  to  the  chief  of  the  secret 
service  at  Habana,  stating  that  we  had  called  upon  him  for  this  infor- 
mation, and  asking  him  to  rive  speedy  attention  thereto.  Monday — 
that  was  day  before  yesterday — not  receiving  any  reply  to  either  one 
of  the  cables,  and^  after  conferring  with  Cuban  Consul  Polhamus, 
a  cable  was  sent  directly  to  the  representative  of  the  Ward  Steam- 
ship Line  at  Habana,  who  was  a  personal  friend  of  Mr.  Polhamus, 
ana  while  awaiting  a  reply  from  tnis  the  officers  of  the  steamship 
Excelsior  happened  to  be  in  port,  and  he  interviewed  them,  and  they 
stated  that  J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  had  intimated  and  stated,  or  at  least 
had  left  the  vessel  with  a  view  of  stopping  at  the  Ocean  View  Hotel 
in  Habana,  a  place  kept  by  Capt.  George  Reno.  A  second  cable 
was  then  sent  to  the  secret  service  at  Habana,  giving  the  benefit  of 
this  information,  and  a  cable  was  received  from  the  cliief  of  the  secret 
service  that  J.  C.  Lake  and  wife  were  in  Habana  at  85  O'Reilly  street. 
Immediately  after  this  dispatch — the  reply  from  the  secret  service 
at  Habana  is  as  follows,  and  I  will  read  it:  4'J.  C.  Lake  and  wife 
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are  here,  O'Reilley  street,  No.  85."  After  the  receipt  of  that  cable 
the  representative  of  the  Ward  line  cabled  to  Consul  Polhamus— 
this  is  April  13 — as  follows:  "Mr.  and  Mrs.  J.  C.  Lake  sailed  Satur- 
day, steamer  Saratoga,  New  York. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  Congress  present  who  desires  to  in- 
terrogate this  witness,  either  personally  or  through  attorney! — 
[No  answer.] 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  having  an  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  this  in- 
vestigation who  desires  to  propound  any  question  to  this  witness, 
either  personally  or  through  attorney? — [No  answer.] 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  present  who  desires  to  interrogate  this  witness, 
either  in  person  or  through  attorney? — [No  answer.] 

Thomas  J.  Woodward,  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  follows: 

TESTIMONY  OF  THOMAS  J  WOODWARD. 

Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Mr.  Woodward,  please  give  your  address  and  occupation. — 
A.  1  reside  in  New  Orleans,  1206  Peters  avenue. 

Q.  What  is  your  official  position? — A.  Postmaster  of  New  Orleans. 

Q.  Mr.  Woodward,  have  you  had  occasion  to  investigate  the  special* 
delivery  record  at  the  post-office  in  New  Orleans  with  a  view  of 
ascertaining  if  there  were  any  special-delivery  letters  or  registered 
letters  that  had  reached  New  Orleans  addressed  to  J.  C.  Lake  between 
the  dates  of  March  23  and  April  4  of  this  year? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  state  the  result  of  your  investigation  ? — A.  I  had  a  very 
thorough  investigation  of  the  special-delivery  box  and  also  thie 
registry  division,  and  found  that  tnere  has  been  no  transactions  with 
either  of  those  divisions  and  no  letters  delivered  through  either  one 
of  those  divisions  to  a  person  by  the  name  of  J.  C.  Lake. 

Q.  Do  you  know  if  any  other  letter  has  been  delivered  to  him,  or 
if  there  has  been  any  demand  for  letters  made  at  the  general-delivery 
window  of  the  post-office? — A.  The  clerk  in  the  general-delivery 
department  remembers  that  there  has  been  a  call  at  the  window  for 
the  name  of  Lake,  but  he  did  not  remember  the  initial,  because  there 
are  other  Lakes  in  the  city;  and  I  am  satisfied  that  the  investigation 
in  the  office  of  the  registry  and  the  money-order  division  is  absolutely 
correct.  Tracing  no  transaction  with  the  money-order  division  or 
the  in  the  post-office,  we  sent  to  the  St.  Charles  Hotel  clerk's  box 
office  there  to  see  if  there  had  been  any  forwarding  order  left  with  the 
clerk  of  the  hotel  to  collect  from  the  post-office  any  letters  under  the 
name  of  J.  C.  Lake.  The  clerk  informed  our  clerk  tnat  there  had  been 
a  call  at  his  office  for  letters  under  that  name,  but  he  did  not  remember 
having  delivered  any  to  that  address. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  Congress  present  who  desires  to  interro- 
gate this  witness,  either  personally  or  through  attorney  ?—^[No  answer.] 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  having  an  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  this 
investigation  who  desires  to  propound  any  question  to  this  witness, 
either  personally  or  through  attorney?— [No  answer.] 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  else  present  who  desires  to  interrogate  this  mt- 
jiess,  either  in  person  or  through  attorney? — [No  answer.] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  ME8.  M.  E.  DELHOMMEE. 

Mrs.  M.  E.  Delhommer,  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  follows: 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Give  your  name  and  address. — A.  M.  E.  Delhommer,  New 
Orleans,  La.,  1539  Jackson  avenue. 

Q.  Mrs.  Delhommer,  do  you  know  Mr.  J.  C.  Lake? — A.  Well,  I 
know  him  from  having  seen  him  here;  that  is  all. 

Q.  When  did  you  fist  meet  him? — A.  When  he  came  here  to  ask 
for  room  and  board. 

Q.  What  was  the  date?— A.  The  23d  of  March— the  23d  or  24th. 

Q.  Which  was  it,  the  23d  or  24th?— A.  The  23d;  he  came  on  the 
23d  to  engage  a  room;  but  he  came  to  live  on  the  24th. 

Q.  Did  ne  come  alone,  or  come  with  anyone,  the  day  he  came  heft 
first? — A.  He  came  alone. 

Q.  Did  he  engage  a  room  on  that  day? — A.  Yes,  sir;  he  told  me 
he  would  be  here  the  next  day  at  10  o'clock;  and  at  10  o'clock  the 
next  day  he  was  here. 

Q.  How  many  rooms  did  he  engage? — A.  One  room. 

Q.  Did  he  say  how  many  would  come  with  him? — A.  No;  he 
engaged  a  room  for  himself  and  wife. 

Q.  How  did  he  engage  the  room;  by  the  day,  week,  or  month  f — 
A.  No;  he  told  me  he  would  be  here  one  wee£  or  ten  days,  and  he 
stayed  here  ten  days — a  little  over,  perhaps. 

6.  How  much  did  he  agree  to  pay  for  the  room? — A.  Twenty-five 
dollars  a  week. 

O.  You  say  he  stayed  ten  days? — A.  Well,  he  was  here  from  the 
24th  up  to — ne  came  here  on  a  Tuesday  and  left  on  the  Saturday  fol- 
lowing—the week  after. 

Q.  He  left  on  the  4th  of  April,  didn't  he?— A.  On  the  4th  of  April. 

Q.  Did  he  pay  you  for  ten  days  or  for  two  weeks? — A.  Ten  days. 

Q.  He  had  nis  rooms  by  the  day? — A.  Sir? 

Q.  He  had  his  rooms  by  the  day? — A.  Well,  by  the  day,  if  you 
Erant.     If  he  had  stayed  two  weeks,  he  would  have  paid  me  the  $50. 

Q.  Did  he  pay  you  $50 — $25  a  week? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  he  paicf  you  for  two  weeks? — A.  Two  weeks. 

Q.  Was  he  an  invalid;  did  he  complain  of  suffering  at  all? — A.  I 
lever  heard  him  complain;  never  heard  him  say  anything  about  it; 
xe  came  to  his  meals  regularly  and  ate  exactly  what  all  the  other 
>oarders  did;  he  never  had  a  meal  sent  to  his  room,  and  he  went  out 
rvery  day  two  or  three  times  a  day. 

S.  Was  his  wife  an  invalid? — A.  Well,  his  wife  complained.  They 
me  that  they  were  down  here  on  his  wife's  account;  on  account 
>f  her  health;  she  had  paralysis -of  the  arm;  rheumatism  in  her  arm; 
he  suffered  very  much,  and  could  not  stand  the  cold  climate. 

Q.  What  arm  was  it? — A.  The  right  arm. 

Q.  What  sort  of  weather  was  it  when  he  came  here  and  retained  the 
oom? — A.  It  was  raining  all  day. 

Q.  Raining  hard? — A.  Right  hard  all  day;  very  hard  all  day. 

Q.  Did  he  call  in  the  rain? — A.  Yes,  sir;  he  came  in  the  rain. 

Q.  How  about  the  next  day  when  they  moved  here? — A.  Well, 
he  weather  was  good  then. 
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Q.  It  was  good  then? — A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  good  then. 

Q.  When  he  first  came  here,  did  he  tell  you  where  he  was  going 
from  here? — A.  No;  he  -did  not  tell  me  at  first.. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  afterwards  ? — A.  Well,  he  told  me  that  he  would  j 
be  here  probably  a  week  or  ten  days  longer;  he  did  not  know,  but  he 
had  a  ticket — a  round-trip  ticket — from  here  to  Habana,  and  from 
there  to  New  York. 

Q.  Well,  did  he  talk  of  going  away — when  did  he  first  mention  thit 
he  was  going  away  ? — A.  I  do  not  think  they  intended  to  stay  muck 
longer  than  ten  days. 

6.  When  did  he  first  mention  that  he  was  going  to  Habana  t— A. 
Well,  perhaps  the  second  day  or  the  third  day;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  When  he  first  came) — A.  Perhaps  the  nrat  day  he  told  me;  I 
(Jo  not  remember  exactly. 

Q.  When  did  he  decide  what  ship  he  was  going  on;  do  you  know*— 
A.  Yes,  sir;  I  know,  because  he  told  me  he  was  going  on  the  Excelsior; 
he  told  me  three  or  four  days  before  he  left;  he  was  not  certain;  when 
be  first  mentioned  it  to  me  he  asked  me  how  he  could  get  down  there, 
because  I  thought  he  would  have  to  leave  quarantine;  he  said  he 
did  not  think  he  would  have  any  trouble  about  finding  this  out,  and 
then  he  decided;  the  authorities  said  he  was  all  right,  and  that  he  could 
go  there;  and  they  decided  Wednesday  or  Thursday  the^r  could 

fo,  and  he  told  me  that  he  would  leave  Saturday  on  the  &cehier; 
think  it  was  the  Excelsior. 

Q.  You  think  it  was  on  Thursday? — A.  Yes,  sir;  Thursday  ha 
knew  he  would  be  going. 

Q.  Well,  quarantine — what  was  that  about? — A.  I  had  seal  in 
the  papers  that  after  the  20th  of  March  the  traveling  public  would 
risk  it  if  they  would  go  to  Habana. 

Q.  What  was  that  quarantine  about;  what  sort  of  disease?— A 
Yellow  fever,  I  expect. 

Q.  Well,  don't  you  know  it  is  yellow  fever? — A.  I  know  it  ifr— I 
always  thought  so. 

Q.  Did  he  or  his  wife  ever  express  any  fear  of  yellow  fever  in  going 
there  at  that  time? — A.  No. 

Q.  What  was  their  worry  about,  then? — A.  He  said  "I  do  not 
think  I  can  be  prevented  from  going  anyway;  I  will  go  there  any- 

Q.  I  understand,  then,  he  was  not  worried  about  yellow  fever; 
only  worried  about  being  quarantined? — A.  He  onlv  thought  that 
he  would  not  like  to  be  delayed,  because  he  wrould  like  very  much 
to  see  Habana;  or  rather,  the  lady  did. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  where  he  was  going  from  Habana? — A.  No. 

Q.  He  did  not  say  how  long  he  wrould  stay  there,  did  he? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  receive  any  letters  while  he  was  stopping  here?— A. 
Not  to  my  knowledge ;  he  went  every  day  for  his  mail  himself. 

Q.  Do  vou  know  where  he  went  for  his  mail? — A.  The  post-office, 
I  think. 

Q.  The  post-office,  or  some  hotel? — A.  I  heard  his  wife  say  he 
was  going  to  the  post-office;  in  fact,  I  know  he  went  there,  because 
one  day  when  I  went  dowrn  town  with  him,  he  stopped  at  the  post- 
office  for  the  mail. 

Q.  Did  they  receive  any  telegrams  while  they  were  here?— A 
They  received  one;  I  answered  for  it,  but  the  boy  says  he  doesn't 
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remember  of  having  received  any  for  him;  because  this  old  gentle- 
man asked  me  some  question  the  other  day,  and  I  knew  I  had  received 
one  telegram 

Q.  Mrs.  Delhommer,  you  said  there  was  one  telegram  for  him  that 
you  answered;  you  mean  you  receipted  for  it?— A.  I  receipted  for 
it;  I  signed  for  nim,  I  meant  to  say. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  remember  whether  that  was  a  Postal  or  a  Western 
Union  telegram? — A.  No;  I  do  not  remember. 

Q;  Now,  I  wish  I  had  brought  you  two  of  the  envelopes,  because 
one  is  yellow  and  one  is  white. — A.  I  know;,  but  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Even  if  you  saw  them  you  would  not  remember?— A.  No;  I 
pay  so  little  attention  when  they  bring 

Q.  You  signed  the  receipt  yourself? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  signed  the 
receipt. 

Q.  You  say  your  boy  does  not  remember? — A.  He  does  not  remem- 
ber having  signed  for  any  of  those  telegrams. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  that  telegram  when  you  receipted  for 
it*— A.  I  just  sent  it  to  their  room. 

Q.  Were  they  in  then? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  the  lady  was. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  whether  the  husband  was  in?— A.  I  do 
not.  ' 

Q.  Did  you  find  out  what  was  in  that  telegram;  did  anybody  tell 
you? — A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  how  long  before  they  left  here  that  it  was  re- 
ceived ? — A.  I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Could  you  remember  whether  first  when  they  were  here,  or 
after  awhile? — A.  I  am  not  sure,  but  I  think  it  was  when  they  first 
came  here;  I  would  not  like  to  say  positively,  but  I  think  it  was 
about  the  first  time — some  of  the  first  days  they  were  here.  They 
were  both  very  pleasant  all  the  time — very  nice. 

Q.  Did  they  speak  to  you  about  their — either  Mrs.  Lake  or  Mr. 
Lake — about  their  children,  or  son? — A.  They  told  me  they  had  a  son. 

Q.  Did  they  tell  you  where? — A.  And  a  daughter;  they  told  me 
the  son  stayed  abroad  a  good  deal,  but  was  now  in  Washington,  or 
expected  to  be;  I  do  not  remember  very  well,  but  I  know  he  told  me 
he  was  anxious  to  get  back  to  see  the  family. 

Q.  Were  they  gone — you  say  they  had  come  back? — A.  They  had 
come  back  from  Europe. 

Q.  They  had  come  back  from  Europe,  and  she  was  anxious  to  see 
them?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  they  tell  you  the  son  was  in  Washington,  or  was  expected 
in  Washington? — A.  They  told  me  so;  yes. 

S.  Didirt  they  say  his  son's  family  was  expected  there? — A.  She 
me  they  were  very  anxious  to  see  him;  that  they  were  expected 
back.  Of  course  I  tell  you  this  just  as  I  recollect  it.  Now,  I  perhaps 
might  be  mistaken,  but  it  is  not  my  fault;  I  am  not  trying  to  say  any- 
thing that  I  do  not  remember,  you  know,  or  I  am  not  trying  to 
arrange  things;  but  this  is  just  what  I  remember.' 

Q.  That  is  all  I  want;  just  what  you  can  remember. — A.  I  didn't 
pay  any  attention  to  most  of  these  things. 

Si  ou  say  you  went  to  the  city  once,  and  they  inquired  for  their 
?— A.  Yes,  that  was  a  Sunday  morning;  I  will  tell  you;  and 
they  could  not  get  their  mail  because  it  was  too  early. 
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Q.  Didn't  they  stop  at  the  St.  Charles  Hotel  to  inquire? — A.  Ifa 
that  I  know  of.  I 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  they  ever  did  that? — A.  No,  I  do  not 
know.  j 

Q.  What  is  the  reason  they  gave  for  going  down  to  New  Orleans 
just  at  that  time?— A.  He  told  me  his  wife  could  not  stand  the  cold 
any  longer,  and  had  to  come  down  to  a  warmer  climate. 

Q.  That  is  the  reason  they  gave? — A.  That  is  what  they  told  ra; 
they  came  down  here  on  account  of  the  cold. 

Q.  Did  his  wife  go  out  with  him  every  time) — A.  Nearly  every 
day;  nearly  every  time;  I  remember  one  day  she  stayed  in;  it  vis 
raining. 

Q.  She  did  not  want  to  be  caught  in  the  rain? — A.  That  is  the  only 
day  she  stayed  in ;  otherwise  every  day  she  was  out. 

Q.  Did  she  tell  you  what  business  they  were  engaged  in? — A.  No; 
never  told  me. 

Q.  Did  she  tell  jou  where  they  lived? — A.  She  told  me  thev  wee 
formerly  from  Bridgeport,  Conn. ;  that  they  had  broken  up  "house- 
keeping since  four  years,  and  had  been  boarding  and  living  in  hotels, 
and  traveling  most  of  the  time. 

3.  Didn't  they  tell  you  something  about  Michigan? — A.  They 
me  they  came  here  from  Michigan. 

S.  Did  they  tell  you  anything  about  Hot  Springs,  VaJ — A.  They 
me  something  about  Hot  Springs;  I  asked  her  if  she  had  not 
tried  Hot  Springs,  Ark.,  and  she  said  she  had  gone  to  some  bat 
springs;  I  do  not  remember  much,  but  she  did  nothave  any  relief. 

Q.  Mr.  Lake,  you  said,  did  not  appear  to  be  an  invalid  f — A.  No; 
no  one  would  have  thought  so. 

Q.  Was  he  stout? — A.  Not  very  stout,  but  healthy  looking. 

Q.  Did  he  complain  about  anything?— A.  Never,  except  of  being 
very  nervous. 

Q.  He  appeared  to  be  very  nervous? — A.  Yes;  he  said  he  could 
not  sleep  at  night ;  that  is  what  his  wife  told  me ;  he  was  very  nervous. 

Q.  She  did  not  say  why  he  was  very  nervous? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  tell  you  about  anything  that  would  cause  him  or 
her  to  be  very  nervous?— A.  No. 

Q.  Did  they  ever  mention  their  son's  business? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  they  ever  say  anything  about  the  Lake  Torpedo  Botf 
Company? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Did  they  ever  say  anything  about  having  contract  with  the 
Navy  Department  at  Washington? — A.  They  never  spoke  about 
anything  of  that  kind. 

Q.  Did  they  ever  talk  about  submarine  boats  to  you  ? — A.  Never. 

Q.  Neither  of  them? — A.  Neither  of  them. 

Q.  Did  they  ever  talk  to  you  about  any  investigation  going  on  in 
Washington?— A.  Never;  never. 

Q.  Did  thev  bu^  the  papers  here  in  the  morning? — A.  I  do  not 
remember;  I  know'he  would  read  my  papers  occasionally. 

Q.  What  paper  do  you  get? — A.  The  Kcayune;  and  two  or  three 
other  guests  here  get  the  Times-Democrat  occasionally;  they  would 
read  the  papers  lym^  around,  but  I  never  saw  them  buy  any  papers. 
*  Q.  You  get  the  Picayune,  and  some  guests  get  the  Times-Demo- 
crat?— A.  Yes,  sir;  you  know  I  offer  to  those  tnat  want  to  read  the 
paper;  I  offer  the  papers  at  breakfast.     Sometimes  they  would  take 
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ip  the  papers  and  notice  things,  although  he  did  not  read  them  very 
>rten. 

Q.  How  many  guests  have  you  in  your  place? — A.  Do  you  want  to 
mow  how  many  I  had  at  the  time  tney  were  here? 

Q.  How  many  when  your  house  is  full?— A.  Sometimes  twenty  or 
iwentv-five;  I  have  fourteen  bedrooms. 

Q.  This  is  a  very  fashionable  avenue,  isn't  it? — A.  Yes,  sir;  con- 
ridered  so. 

Q.  Considered  one  of  the  best  avenues  in  the  city? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
me  of  the  best  locations;  everybody  tells  me  I  have  a  very  excellent 
ocation;  one  of  the  best  locations. 

Q.  This  next  door  building  to  you  on  the  corner  of  Jackson  avenue 
md  St.  Charles  avenue  is  the  Harmony  Club? — A.  The  Harmony 

Q.  A  very  fashionable  club? — A.  A  very  fashionable  club. 

Q.  Your  rooms  are  large,  airy,  and  well  ventilated? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Just  describe  them. — A.  Yes,  sir;  they  are  very  nice,  large  rooms; 
tome  have  private  baths  and  some  have  not. 

Q.  Most  nave  private  baths,  have  they? — A.  Yes,  sir;  most  of 
ihem  have. 

Q.  This  is  considered  one  of  the  fashionable  boarding  houses? — A. 
fes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  it  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  just  as  fashionable  as  any  in  the 
rity  of  New  Orleans? — A.  Yes,  sir;  just  as  good  as  any. 

Q.  Your  guests  sometimes  receive  the  papers;  some  receive  one 
ind  some  the  other? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You,  yourself,  receive  the  Picayune? — A.  Yes,  sir;  the  Pica- 
yune. 

Q.  And  you  say  you  handed  them  to  these  people  sometimes? — A. 
Fes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  others  just  receive  the  Times-Democrat? — A.  Yes,  sir; 
ind  the  World  and  the  Item  and  the  States — all  five  of  the  papers. 

Q.  All  five  of  the  papers;  and  some  northern  papers? — A.  Oh,  a 
peat  many  northern  papers — the  New  York  World;  two  or  three 
>apers  from  Chicago;  I  do  not  know  that  he  has  ever  read  any  of 
hose  papers,  though. 

Q.  So  that  all  of  the  important  papers  here,  and  three  great  morn- 
ng  papers,  and  two  great  evening  papers — daily  papers — are  received 
>y  one  or  other  of  the  guests? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Those  were  all' accessible  to  Mr.  Lake  and  Mrs.  Lake  when  they 
rare  here;  they  could  get  them  if  they  wanted  them;  they  could 
lave  borrowed  them? — A.  .-They  could  have  done  it;  I  did  not  notice 
hem  ever  doing  it,  particularly;  I  know  my  papers  are  for  the  guests 
f  they  want  to  read  them  in  the  morning. 

O.  Can  you  say  whether  they  ever  read  the  papers  every  day? — 
L  No;  I  can  not  say  that. 

^  Q.  Did  you  yourself  notice  anything  about  the  Lilley  investiga- 
ion,  the  Lilley  resolution  for  investigating  the  submarine  boats  in 
ihe  papers? — A.  I  read  of  it,  but  I  never  noticed  Mr.  Lake's  name 
n  connection  with  that  until  after  he  was  gone. 

Q.  At  any  time  in  reading  about  this  investigation,  did  you,  or 
ihey,  or  anybody  in  your  presence  refer  to  this  investigation?— A. 
No,  I  do  not  think  so. 
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Q.  And  of  course  they  never  told  you  anything  about  it? — A.  Xfc" 
they  never  told  me  a  word  about  it. 

<$.  When  they  left  here  did  they  tell  you  what  ship  thev  we* 
going  on? — A.  They  told  me  they  were  going  on  the  Ecce&ior.  1 
asked  them,  and  they  told  me. 

Q.  And  who  brought  their  baggage  from  here  to  the  Excelsior*— 
A.  A  transfer  man. 

Q.  The  New  Orleans  Transfer  Company? — A.  No;  I  think  & 
was 

Q.  Well,  did  they  tell  you  where  they  were  going  to  stop? — A-  So; 
they  asked  me  if  1  knew  of  any  hotel;  and  1  told  them  I  did  ml 
know. 

Q.  Did  they  say  anything  about  their  mail;  where  it  should  be 
forwarded? — A.  Nothing. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  about  telegrams  coming;  where  they  vae 
to  be  forwarded ? — A.  No;  nothing. 

O.  They  did  not  leave  any  orders  for  sending  mail  or  telegrwnsl- 
A.  Nothing;  no;  they  had  some  laundry  in  the  Crescent  <3tylNrodn« 
and  they  promised  to* bring  it  back;  but  the  laundryman  failed  to® 
it,  so  I  had  to  send  one  or  my  little  girls  after  it;  he  wanted  it  abort 
two  hours  before  he  left,  and  ne  was  going  to  go  and  get  it,  and  hesaM: 
"I  will  go  for  it;"  but  I  said:  "No;  I  will  send  one  of  my  little  giA 
after  it,  to  the  laundry;"  he  wanted  to  send  for  it  by  the  boy,  but  I 
said,  "No;  I  will  let  my  little  girl  get  it." 

Q.  He  was  extremely  nervous;  he  did  not  want  to  miss  that  boat; 
and  when  the  laundry  aid  not  come,  he  was  willing  to  go  without  itl~ 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  go  after  it? — A.  No;  I  sent  the  little  girl. 

Q.  Did  he  get  it  in  time? — A.  Oh,  yes,  sir;  before  his  baggage  wait 
out. 

Q.  What  did  his  baggage  consist  in? — A.  He  had  one  trunk. 

Q.  A  valise  ? — A.  Two  suit  cases. 

Q.  When  he  came  here  to  look  for  the  rooms  you  said  it  was  rainiflf 
pretty  hard? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  where  he  was  stopping? — A.  At  the  DenechM 
or  at  the  Grunewald;  I  do  not  remember;  it  seems  to  me  he  told  me  the 
Grunewald ;  but  then,  knowing  that  three  people  came  in  the  hou* 
that  very  day,  some  from  the  Grunewald  and  some  from  the  Dene- 
chaud,  and  I  do  not  remember  exactly  where  he  told  me  that  he  can* 
from;  but  I  know  he  went  to  one  of  the  large  hotels  on  the  23d. 

Q.  And  came  here  that  same  day? — A.  Came  that  same  evening 
after  4  o'clock  to  engage  a  room  for  himself  and  wife. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  how  he  came  to  find  out  that  this  place  existed*- 
A.  He  told  me  he  saw  the  ad  in  the  paper;  I  keep  an  ad  in  the  Tiffin 
Democrat. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  them  before  that? — A.  No,  sir;  not  before 
that;  he  told  me  he  came  in  answer  to  the  advertisement. 

Q.  He  was  not  sent  here  by  anybody;  nobody  sent  him  here*- 
A.  No;  I  expect  that  was  the  first  ad  in  the  paper,  and  whenthef 
were  looking  for  a  location,  and  they  noticed  everything  was  nice-" 

Q.  Couldn't  you  locate  in  your  mind  whether  he  said  the  Gnu** 
wald  or  the  Denechaud ;  anything  in  his  conversation  that  would  in* 
cate  that  it  as  the  one  or  the  other,  to  your  mind?— A.  I  could  not » 
positive  about  it. 
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Q-  No  letters  have  come  for  him  since  that  time? — A.  No,  sir; 
lever. 

Q.  No  telegrams  have  come? — A.  Nothing. 

Q.  Have  you  got  any  papers  of  his ?— A.  Nothing;  I  looked  all  over; 
learched  the  house. 

Q".  You  have  not  got  his  signature  here? — A.  Nothing. 

Q    You  do  not  know  his  signature? — A.  No. 

Q.  He  left  nothing  in  his  room  that  would A.  Oh,  there  were 

lome  papers — but  the  house  girl  destrovs  all  those  things  as  soon  as 
i  guest  goes  out  of  the  room;  she  picks  up  everything,  and  won't 
illow  any  paper  to  lie  around;  everything  is  burned;  nothing  in  the 
pray  of  papers  goes  to  the  trash  box;  everything  is  burned. 

Q.  You  nave  no  book  of  your  guests  that  he  could  have  signed  ? — 
A.  Nothing  at  all. 

Q.  Is  there  any  Member  of  Congress  present  who  desires  to  inter- 
rogate this  witness,  either  personally  or  through  attorney? — [No 
answer.] 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  having  an  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  this 
investigation  who  desires  to  propound  any  question  to  this  witness, 
either  personally  or  through  attorney? — [Iso  answer.] 

Q.  Is  there  anyone  else  present  who  desires  to  interrogate  this 
witness,  either  in  person  or  tnrough  attorney? — [No  answer.] 

Thereupon  the  subcommittee  adjourned  until  5  o'clock  p.  m.  of  the 
Bame  day,  April  15,  1908. 


Subcommittee  of  the  Select  Committee 

Under  House  Resolution  No.  288, 

'New  Orleans,  La.,  April  15,  1908. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  5  o'clock  p.  m. 

Present,  Hon.  Robert  F.  Broussard. 

W.  C.  Dufour,esq.,  of  the  firm  of  Miller,  Dufour&Duf  our,  appearing 
for  the  Postal  Telegraph-Cable  Company,  replied  to  the  subpoena 
duces  tecum  this  morning  as  follows : 

Mr.  Dufour.  On  behalf  of  the  Postal  Telegraph  Company,  Mr. 
William  A.  Porteus — in  return  to  the  subpoena  duces  tecum  Mr.  Wil- 
liam A.  Porteus,  manager  of  the  Postal  Telegraph  Company,  now 
avers  that  he  is  unable  to  comply  with  the  orders  emanating  from  this 
subcommittee  for  the  following  reasons,  to  wit: 

First.  That  under  the  method  pursued  by  the  Postal  Telegraph-Cable 
Company  in  the  filing  of  copies  of  messages  received  and  the  originals 
of  messages  sent  the  same  are  filed  under  the  designation  of  the  city 
from  which  received  and  the  city  from  which  sent;  that  therefore, 
in  order  to  comply  with  this  subpoena,  it  would  be  necessary  for  each 
correspondent  to  examine  each  and  every  telegram  sent  from  the 
city  of  New  Orleans  office  or  received  by  the  rfew  Orleans  office, 
together  with  all  cables  that  are  received,  as  this  subpoena  simply  points 
out  and  calls  for  telegrams  forwarded  by  Lake  and  received  for  Lake; 
that  even  if  this  subpoena  is  legal  and  valid  a  reasonable  time  would 
be  required  to  comply  with  its  provisions. 

2d.  That  he  is  unable  to  comply  with  this  subpoena  for  the  additional 
reason  that  same  is  illegal  and  unwarranted,  in  that  the  said  subpoena 
fails  to  designate  the  particular  telegrams  desired  or  the  persons  from 
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whom  received  and  to  whom  sent,  and  this  subpoena  is  in  reality  i 
certain  warrant  issued  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  evidence,  and  Drt 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  existence  of  any  written  documents 
known  to  exist. 

3d.  That  the  proper  officer  on  whom  this  subpoena  should  be  send 
is  the  general  officer  of  the  company,  domiciled  in  the  city  of  Xet 
York,  and  that  same  should  emanate  from  the  general  committee,  to 
the  end  that  respondent  can  make  its  defense  before  said  committee. 

4th.  That  respondent's  relations  with  its  customers  and  patroa 
is  of  a  confidential  nature,  and,  accordingly,  respondent  can  only  be 
made  to  produce  the  telegrams  in  its  possession  when  said  teleeran» 
are  known  to  exist,  and  the  existence  of  which  is  specifically  declared 

Mr.  Broussard.  If  objection  is  raised,  whether  technical  or  fund* 
mental,  to  the  production  of  the  documents  requested  in  the  subpffin* 
ducus  tecum  upon  the  Postal  Telegraph  Cable  Company,  while  1 
entertain  the  view  that  I  have  the  right  and  power  to  insist  upon  the 
production  of  said  documents,  that  it  is  not  a  violation  of  confidential 
relations  between  the  sender  and  receiver  of  the  telegrams  and  the 
company ;  while  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  I  can  insist  now  upon  the 
production  of  the  documents,  Ido  not  desire,  in  view  of  the  factttol 
the  purpose  of  securing  such  documents,  to  wit:  Telegrams  sent  id 
received  by  J.  C.  Lake,  at  this  time,  is  with  a  viewr  of  saving  time  to 
the  committee,  and  saving  the  trouble  of  having  those  in  charge  of 
such  telegrams  to  quit  their  business  and  come  to  Washington,  and 
to  save  expense  on  the  part  of  the  Government,  who  must  defray  the 
expenses  of  those  in  charge  of  such  telegrams,  in  having  them  appeal 
at  Washington  to  produce  those  documents,  and  objection  being 
raised  in  filing  questions  of  law  to  the  production  of  such  telegrams 
by  the  Postal  Telegraph  and  Cable  Company,  through  the  attorney  of 
the  manager,  W.  A.  Porteus,  and  I  now  rule  that  I  shall  not  insist 
upon  the  production  here,  and  shall  leave  the  matter  of  adjudication 
for  the  entire  committee  appointed  under  House  resolution  No.  288. 

TESTIMONY  OF  W.  A.  P0RTEU8. 

W.  A.  Porteus,  recalled,  testified  as  follows 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Mr.  Porteus,  how  long  do  you  keep  in  your  custody  as  manager 
of  the  Postal  Telegraph  Cable  Company  telegrams  received  and  tele- 
grams sent  through  your  office? — A.  Six  months  is  the  time  limit. 

Q.  What  becomes  of  them  after  the  six  months? — A.  They  are 
usually  destroyed. 

Q.  Do  you  ever  send  them  to  headquarters  in  New  York;  I  think 
you  testified  your  headquarters  were  in  New  York  ?— A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  They  are  destroyed  in  the  office  where  they  originate  or  where 
they  culminate? — A.  Where  they  culminate  and  originate,  ft* 
instance,  in  order  to  explain  that  matter,  a  telegram  being  sent  tow 
here,  of  course,  would  be  filed  here,  and  all  those  that  are  comings 
of  course,  the  impression  copy  is  taken  of  those  incoming  telegran* 
here,  and  they,  with  the  ones  sent  out,  of  course,  constitute  the  tele- 
grams sent  and  received  in  this  office,  and  those  are  the  tefegrsfl* 
destroyed  every  six  months — sent  and  received  telegrams. 
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Mr.  Dufour.  Counsel  for  the  Postal  Telegraph  Cable  Company 
state,  in  view  of  the  issuance  of  this  subpoena,  the  local  manager  will 
be  instructed  at  once  to  search  the  files,  as  directed  by  this  subpoena, 
to  the  end  that  if  the  company  should  be,  by  proper  authority, 
instructed  to  produce  any  telegrams  found,  the  same  will  be  pro- 
duced without  delay. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MR.  T.  P.  CUMMINGS. 

T.  P.  Cummin os,  being  first  duly  sworn,  testified  as  follows: 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  Mr.  Cummings,  will  you  comply  with  the  subpoena  ducus  tecum 
served  on  you  in  this  office  this  morning? — A.  I  can  not  answer  until 
I  receive  instructions  from  my  general  attorney. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Cummings,  as  manager  of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company,  stating  now  that  he  has  not  received  reply  from  the  gen- 
eral attorney*  of  the  company  in  New  York  as  to  what  course  he 
should  pursue  with  reference  to  the  subpoena  ducus  tecum  served 
upon  him  to-day.  requests  until  10  o'clock  in  the  morning  to  make 
such  reply,  as  he  believes  he  will  secure  that  opinion  before  that  time. 

Order. — The  time  is  hereby  granted  until  10  o'clock  Thursday, 
April  16,  1908,  at  suite  41-43  Cosmopolitan  Hotel,  which  time  Mr. 
T.  P.  Cummings  will  appear  to  be  further  interrogated  or  to  comply 
with  a  writ  of  subpoena  ducus  tecum,  if  the  attorney  of  the  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company  advises  him  to  comply  with  it. 

Thereupon  the  subcommittee  adjourned  until  10  o'clock  a.  m., 
April  16,  1908. 

Subcommittee  of  the  Select  Committee, 

New  Orleans,  La.,  April  16,  1908. 
The  subcommittee  met  at  10  o'clock  a.  m. 
Present:  Hon.  Robert  F.  Broussard. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MB.  T.  P.  CUMMINGS. 

T.  P.  Cummings,  recalled,  testified  as  follows: 
Examination  by  Mr.  Broussard: 

Q.  You  asked  me  yesterday  to  give  you  time  imtil  10  o'clock  this 
morning  to  secure  the  advice  of  the  general  counsel  of  the  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company  in  New  York  as  to  whether  you  should 
comply  with  the  subpoena  ducus  tecum  served  on  you  yesterday 
morning.     Have  you  received  such  advice ? — A.  No,  sir*  I  nave  not. 

Q.  Did  you  telegraph  to  your  counsel? — A.  Yes,  sir;  I  telegraphed 
promptly  after  leaving  the  meeting. 

Q.  Did  you  repeat  your  subpoena  ducus  tecum  in  your  telegram? — 
A.    I  es,  sir. 

Q.  Arefyou  now  prepared  to  furnish  this  committee  with  such 
telegram  as  your  company  may  have  received  in  New  Orleans,  ad- 
dressed to  J.  C.  Lake,  or  such  telegrams  as  may  have  been  sent  out 
from  your  office  by  J.  C.  Lake? — A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Should  I  issue  a  subpoena  ducus  tecum  on  you  to  appear  in 
Washington  with  such  telegrams  as  I  have  sought  to  secure  from 
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you  here,  on  what  day  can  you  make  return  on  that  subpoena  ia 
the  city  of  Washington?- -A.  On  Monday  next,  I  think. 

Thereupon  the  subcommittee  adjourned  sine  die. 

Mr,  Lindsay.  Keferring  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Adams,  who  kss 
made  an  affidavit  and  then  gave  certain  testimony  suggesting  thu 
Mr.  Archibald,  whose  name  has  been  mentioned  in  these  hearings, 
had  made  some  false  representations,  and  referring  particularly  ta 
Mr.  Adams's  testimony  on  page  1171 : 

Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Archibald  ever  did  make  a  report  to  the  Presides** 
the  Navy  Department,  or  to  anylx>dy? — A.  Only  by  his  report  to  me;  he  told  mete 
had  made  his  report  to  the  President. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Archibald  did  make  a  report  to  the  Pres- 
dent,  which  was  referred  to  the  Navy  Department  and  is  now  on  fflc 
in  the  Department,  and  I  would  suggest  that  the  committee,  in  jus- 
tice to  Mr.  Archibald,  have  that  report  incorporated  in  the  record  cl 
these  proceedings. 

The  Chairman.  Have  Mr.  Archibald  furnish  a  copy,  which  can  be 
compared  with  the  copy  on  file  in  the  Navy  Department,  and  tie 
committee  will  see  that  It  is  incorporated  in  the  record  in  connection 
with  Mr.  Adams's  testimony. 

REPORT  OF  J.  F    J   ARCHIBALD  TO  THE  PRESIDENT. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  1, 1907- 
To  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
Sir:  In  accordance  with  your  instructions  I  beg  to  submit  herewith  a  report  oittjf 

Sjrsonal  observations  regarding  the  submarine  defense  of  the  Pacific  coast  and  taa 
awaiian  Islands. 

As  I  told  you,  upon  the  occasion  of  my  talk  with  you,  I  have  been  for  some  oae 
interested  in  submarines  and  in  the  problem  of  submarine  defense  to  be  used  in  ood- 
j unction  with  battle  ships,  and  have  been  exceedingly  sorry  to  note  that  our  oMffltJ 
is  bo  far  behind  all  other  powers  in  this  particular  branch  of  marine  warfare,  of  wfacft 
we  have  been  the  originators.  I  firmly  believe  that  this  seeming  lack  of  interest  is  due 
largely  to  the  fact  that  the  question  is  not  well  understood  by  tne  public  or  by  many 
of  the  technical  men  in  naval  matters.  _^ 

I  took  occasion  to  visit  the  principal  cities  and  harbora  of  the  Pacific  coast  and  made 
some  definite  inquiries  bearing  upon  this  subject.  I  find  that  the  Pacific  coast  and  taa 
Hawaiian  Islands  are  particularly  adapted  to  the  use  of  submarines  as  a  mode  of  defense 
owing  to  the  excellent  character  of  shelter  in  the  large  harbors  and  sounds,  ana  par- 
ticularly to  the  topography  and  climatic  conditions  of  that  section. 

The  Pacific  coast  and  the  Hawaiian  Islands  are  in  a  deplorably  defenseless  poaOflB 
at  the  present  time.  Without  our  battle-ship  control  of  the  sea  the  temptation  for* 
enemy  to  attack  us  is  particularly  great,  and  such  control  we  can  not  hope  to  have,** 
any  event,  before  the  completion  of  the  Panama  Canal.  In  case  of  war  an  opposfflj 
force  would  naturally  attack  and  occupy  the  Hawaiian  Islands  to  maintain  them  as  an 
intermediary  base  of  operations. 

Guns. — Many  of  the  permanent  fortifications  of  the  Pacific  coast  are  very  strong 
indeed,  although  they  are  in  all  cases  incomplete  and  lacking  in  such  details  as  fir* 
control  systems  and  searchlight  equipment.  If  properly  finished  and  manned  tw 
fortifications  of  San  Francisco  would  be,  in  my  mind,  the  strongest  fortifications « 
any  harbor  in  the  world,  particularly  from  the  advantageous  character  of  the  topog" 
raphy  of  the  country,  allowing  an  elevation  for  the  emplacements  of  the  fort^08^ 
on  both  sides  of  the  entrance,  but  it  is  absolutely  certain  that  these  magnificent  forfr 
fications  will  never  be  brought  into  actual  use  in  warfare,  because  it  would  be  tM 
simplest  problem  of  strategy  to  land  a  force  at  Monterey  Bay  and  make  an  attac* 
upon  San  Francisco  from  the  land  side  very  similar  to  the  plan  of  attack  at  Santiago 
This  same  condition  obtains  in  every  other  harbor  and  port  on  the  Pacific  coast,  anfl 
no  matter  how  strongly  fortified  with  permanent  works  any  of  these  positions  mi&w 
be  made  they  are  all  open  to  the  same  general  movement  by  an  enemy — that  w,an 
attack  from  the  rear  after  having  established  a  base  in  one  of  the  adjacent  bays  or  W' 
bora.  I  am  convinced  that  such  a  movement  would  be  rendered  impossible  ww»  * 
properly  distributed  fleet  of  submarine  torpedo  boats. 
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This  is  the  basic  and  essential  weakness  of  all  fixed  fortifications,  but  in  addition 
to  that  the  guns  on  the  Pacific  coast  have  a  special  disadvantage  in  that  thick  and 
foggy  weather  is  exceedingly  prevalent  in  some  portions  of  the  year.  During  such 
weather  no  number  of  guns  can  even  damage  a  hostile  fleet,  let  alone  prevent  the 
forcing  of  an  entrance. 

Mines.— Owing  to  the  extremely  swift  currents  and  great  depths  in  water  prevailing 
in  the  harbors  on  the  Pacific  coast,  their  defense  by  the  use  of  fixed  mines  is  impossible 
and  the  attempt  most  inadvisable.  The  electrically  controlled  mine,  while  not  so 
dangerous  to  friendly  shipping  as  the  contact  mine,  is  nevertheless  dangerous,  and, 
moreover,  useless  unless  it  can  be  held  exactly  in  the  desired  position,  and  is  useless 
in  any  case  in  thick  and  foggy  weather.  The  contact  mine  is  in  any  case  extremely 
dangerous,  and  is  also  useless  unless  it  can  be  held  to  the  desired  position.  I  can  not 
protest  too  strongly  against  their  use,  as  experience  has  shown  their  great  liability  to 
disarrangement  through  the  effect  of  the  tides  and  currents  upon  their  moorings. 

My  observation,  after  careful  study  in  the  Russo-Japanese  war,  was  that  the  use  of 
mines  in  that  conflict  resulted  in  one  Russian  battle  ship  and  one  Russian  transport 
being  destroyed,  probably  by  Russian  mines,  and  one  Japanese  battle  ship  destroyed, 
probably  by  a  Japanese  mine,  and  two  or  three  merchant  ships  under  neutral  flags 
destroyed  or  disabled  by  floating  derelict  mines.  There  were  also  many  suspicious 
accidents  to  Japanese  transports  near  their  own  coast,  which  appeared  to  be  additional 
cases  of  the  sort,  but  owing  to  the  secrecy  maintained  it  was  impossible  to  form  any 
accurate  opinion. 

While  I  was  in  Seattle  a  dispatch  was  published  telling  that  a  floating  mine  which 
had  been  used  by  Russia  in  protecting  the  harbor  of  Vladivostok  was  washed  ashore 
recently  at  Akaita  on  the  northwest  coast  of  Japan,  and  that  while  it  was  being  exam- 
ined by  the  navy  it  exploded  and  killed  10  of  the  villagers.  During  my  stay  in 
Newchwang,  in  the  early  months  of  the  Russian  war.  one  of  the  mines  being  placed  by 
the  Russian  authorities  exploded  and  killed  several  of  the  men  handling  it.  These 
are  but  examples  of  the  numerous  instances  where  serious  accidents  have  occurred 
in  the  handling  of  mines. 

In  Portland!  talked  with  Mr.  Theodore  B.  Wilcox,  who  is  one  of  the  leading  mer- 
chants of  the  Northwest,  being  especially  interested  in  flour,  milling,  and  lumber, 
and  is  one  of  the  heaviest  shippers  of  these  American  products  to  the  Orient.  Mr. 
Wilcox's  opinion,  as  a  representative  business  man,  should  have  great  weight  regard- 
ing the  matter  of  mines  as  a  harbor  defense.  Mr.  Wilcox  said:  " Mines  nave  been 
and  are  still  a  serious  menace  to  Pacific  shipping,  although  about  two  years  have 
passed  since  the  Russo-Japanese  war,  when  they  were  placed.  They  are  a  relic  of 
barbarism,  and  I  shall  be  much  disappointed  and  surprised  if  an  international  com- 
mission does  not  prohibit  their  use  within  the  next  year  or  so.  One  of  my  shipmasters 
reported  a  derelict  mine  in  the  northern  passage  above  the  island  of  Sakahlin,  which 
is  much  frequented  by  American  shipping,  only  a  short  time  ago.  We  have  been 
compelled  to  pay  an  exorbitant  rate  of  insurance  against  mine  risks  ever  since  the 
war  in  the  Far  East.  They  are  far  worse  than  bad  derelicts,  as  it  is  possible  to  dis- 
cover a  derelict  before  striking  it,  but  with  a  floating  mine  the  lookout  can  not  pick 
it  up  quickly  enough,  and  if  it  is  in  the  line  of  navigation  nothing  is  seen  of  one  until 
the  vessel  strikes  it,  and  then  it  is  too  late.  Last  month  we  sent  a  ship  to  Vladi- 
vostok which  we  were  compelled  to  cover  with  torpedo  and  mine  risks  at  a  very  high 
rate,  necessitated  by  the  fact  that  several  ships  had  been  blown  up  by  derelict  mines. 
The  insurance  companies  charge  as  high  as  2  per  cent  against  mine  risks  on  ships 
clearing  for  the  Orient,  while  they  have  only  been  charging  one-half  of  1  per  cent  on 
all  other  marine  risks."  This  in  itself  should  be  enough  to  justify  the  abolishment 
of  any  form  of  uncontrolled  mines.  Such  action  on  our  part  would  be  in  line  with 
the  British  policy,  where,  as  you  doubtless  know,  mines  have  been  abolished  since 
the  acquirement  of  submarines  in  the  five  principal  naval  ports,  it  being  held  that 
they  were  unnecessary  when  submarines  were  available,  and  that  they  constitute 
a  serious  menace  to  a  free  use  of  the  ports  by  the  British  fleets. 

Pacific  coast  proper. — The  points  that  now  especially  require  local  defense  are  the 
large  natural  harbors  of  the  coast,  viz:  Puget  Sound,  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  River, 
San  Francisco  Bay,  and  San  Diego  Bay.  There  are  intermediate  points  at  present 
of  minor  importance,  but  which  in  the  future  may  require  some  attention. 

Taking  these  up  in  the  order  mentioned,  I  find  the  following: 

Puget  Sound.— The  principal  defenses  of  Puget  Sound  at  present  are  locatedjat 
Forts  Warden,  Casey,  and  Flagler.  These  three  forte  are  very  inadequately  manned, 
there  being  available  less  than  one-third  of  the  number  of  officers  and  men  required 
for  a  single^detail,  without  provision  for  relief  or  casualties.  The  defenses  themselves 
are  by  no  means  complete  and  an  expenditure  of  some  five  and  one-half  millions  is 
still  required  to  complete  plans  now  adopted.  The  additional  works  will,  of  course, 
require  additional  men.  u 
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Puget  Sound  is  a  great  deal  more  than  a  mere  harbor.  It  is  a  very  amsidenble 
inland  sea,  characterized  by  very  deep  water,  high  tides,  and  bluff,  heavily  wooded, 
shores.  Owing  to  the  character  of  the  surrounding  country,  which  is  very  mountain- 
ous and  wild,  especially  on  the  western  side,  the  free  use  of  the  waters  of  die  sound  far 
transportation  is  absolutely  necessary  for  the  military  control  of  the  district.  Once 
past  the  forte  of  the  entrance,  a  hostile  fleet  would  have  the  whole  Bound  and  adjacent 
country  at  its  mercy,  including  the  navy- yard,  as  the  admiral  would  have  his  choke 
of  many  safe,  undefended  anchorages  and  never  could  be  dislodged  or  seriously  dis- 
turbed except  by  an  equal  or  superior  Meet,  or  by  an  adequate  number  of  torpedo 
craft,  preferably  submarines. 

The  general  entrance  to  the  sound. — Straita  of  Juan  de  Fuca  Jias  an  average  width  of 
12  miles,  which  narrows  to  about  3J  miles  in  the  neighborhood  of  Port  Townsend, 
where  the  most  important  forte  are  located.  The  whole  width  is  a  ship  channel  the 
water  being  deep  and  the  navigation  easy.  In  clear  weather,  if  the  forts  were  com- 
pleted and  adequately  manned,  their  passage  would  be  formidable  undertaking, 
but  in  thick  weather,  which  is  common  in  this  locality,  the  passage  would  be  easy 
and  safe.  The  depth  and  tidal  currents  are  such  as  to  render  effective  mining  im- 
possible. 

I  am  quite  clear  that  the  defenses,  as  they  stand  to-day,  are  inadequate  and,  more- 
over, they  will  still  be  so  when,  if  ever,  they  are  completed  and,  what  is  more  impor- 
tant, adequately  manned  with  trained  officers  and  men.  This  is  clearly  a  case  where 
floating  defense  is  urgently  needed  to  supplement  fixed  defense,  since  behind  u 
inadequately  guarded  entrance  there  lies  a  vast  stretch  of  undefended  waters  the 
control  of  whicn  is  of  prime  importance.  .On  the  score  of  efficiency  and  on  account* 
the  economy  of  men  and  money,  both  for  the  establishment  of  the  defense  and  to 
maintenance,  submarines  are  clearly  indicated,  and  these  boats  will  here  be  effective 
the  year  around,  as  there  is  no  ice  or  severe  cold  weather  to  contend  with.  Besidei 
supplementing  the  deficiencies  of  a  fixed  defense  with  these  boats,  we  would  have, 
on  account  of  their  mobility  and  extended  range,  a  defense  which,  in  the  nature « 
things,  is  impossible  with  guns  or  mines.  For  instance,  the  establishment  of  a  tem- 
porary base  outside  of  the  entrance  fortifications  and  a  blockade  of  the  sound  or 
capture  of  the  entrance  forts,  which  now  in  certain  contingencies  would  be  a  verf 
easy  matter,  would  then  become  an  utter  impossibility. 

I  talked  with  Admiral  W.  T.  Burwell,  U.  S.  Navy,  commander  of  the  Puget  Somd 
Navy- Yard,  who  seems  to  be  more  than  ordinarily  interested  in  the  defense  probkm 
of  the  Puget  Sound  district.  Admiral  Burwell  pointed  out  the  fact  that  the  Pup* 
Sound  Navy-Yard  contained  the  only  dry  dock  on  the  Pacific  coast  capable  of  docra 
a  battle  ship,  and  that  it  should  have  absolute  protection  at  all  cost,  as  it  woojd 
undoubtedly  be  a  point  of  initial  attack  by  an  enemy.  Admiral  Burwell  said:  1 
consider  the  Puget  Sound  district  the  most  important  on  the  Pacific  coast.  I  have 
recommended  a  third  dry  dock  and  am  exceedingly  anxious  to  see  my  ieconimenda- 
tion  acted  upon,  for  it  seems  to  me  to  be  absolutely  necessary  to  have  greater faciuwj 
than  those  at  the  present  time.  The  land  defenses  are,  as  reported,  incomplete 
and  inadequate,  f  have  no  battle  ships,  no  torpedo  boats,  and  no  submarines, aw 
not  sufficient  dockage  for  battle  ships  should  they  be  ordered  here.  We  should  have 
at  least  12  submarines  in  the  Puget  Sound  alone." 

To  handle  the  situation  adequately  and  secure  perfect  defense,  under  the  wo» 
conditions  I  think  that  a  fleet  of  about  15  boats  of  the  most  improved  type  now  avaj- 
able  will  be  required  at  this  point.  This  number  would  insure  having  at  least  W 
or  12  boats  always  ready  for  active  service,  as,  like  any  other  craft,  some  time  mw 
be  allowed  for  repairs  and  overhauling.  As  soon  as  the  boats  are  secured  aBuitaw* 
base  should  be  established  near  the  entrance  to  the  sound,  so  that  the  officers  in  chase 
may  work  out  the  actual  problems  to  the  best  advantage  and  learn  to  thorough^ 
cooperate  with  the  fixed  defenses.  While  I  have  stated  15  as  the  probable  number 
which  will  be  required  to  make  the  defense  absolutely  perfect  under  the  wowt  con- 
dition, it  should  be  understood  that  the  number  can  not  be  definitely  determine^ 
without  some  actual  experience,  which  might  indicate  either  that  fewer  or  moremiy 
be  necessary.  Assuming,  however,  that  this  number  would  be  required,  it  is  log 
tant  to  note  that  not  more  than  30  officers  and  200  men  would  be  required  ™  Jj!** 
wartime  complement,  this  number  including  reliefs  and  provision  for  c*80*1^ 
These  figures  are  most  significant  when  compared  with  the  number  of  men.^}jJ\ 
to  man  the  fixed  defenses,  a  single  detail  for  which  would  at  present  require  aoow 
3,300  officers  and  men,  without  provision  for  reliefs  or  casualties,  and  this  niJ0!*' 
would  probably  go  up  to  4,000  or  5,000  when  the  defenses  are  completed,  liniw 
your  especial  attention  to  this  point,  as  it  seems  to  me  that  the  lack  of  an  w&$W 
number  of  properly  trained  men  for  our  fixed  defenses  is  a  very  serious  pNjJJ 
which,  in  the  natural  order  of  things,  we  are  not  apt  to  solve,  as  the  total  n^J**? 
special  men  required  for  this  branch  alone  will,  when  our  defenses  are  complete*, 
be  about  the  same  as  the  total  size  of  the  Army  to-day. 
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Assuming  that  it  would  be  impracticable  to  get  this  number  of  submarines  imme- 
liately,  5  at  least  should  be  provided  for  at  once.  These  5  should  be  sister  ships, 
dentical  in  design  and  construction,  so  that  they  could  operate  together  and  so  that 
he  crews,  spare  parts,  etc.,  would  be  interchangeable.  These  5  boats,  requiring 
roly  a  trifling  number  of  officers  and  men,  would  go  far  toward  remedying  the  unfor- 
unate  condition  which  now  prevails,  and  I  believe  that  they  would  really  contribute 
nore  to  the  actual  security  of  the  Sound  than  would  the  thousands  of  men  still  required 
©  man  the  defenses  already  completed.  This,  it  seems  to  me,  arises  from  the  nature 
4  things,  since  the  fixed  defense  could,  in  an  emergency,  be  entirely  replaced  by  a 
loating  defense  of  this  character,  while  the  reverse  is  impossible. 

Columbia  River, — The  next  point  of  importance  is  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia 
liver,  where  the  defenses  for  the  city  of  Portland— Forts  Columbia,  Stevens,  and 
3anby — are,  so  far  as  available  men  are  concerned,  worse  off  than  those  of  Puget 
Sound,  as  only  about  one-sixth  of  the  number  required  for  a  single  detail  are  now 
Mailable.  The  entrance  is  of  such  a  character  that  it  could  be  adequately  defended 
>y  the  5  submarines  without  any  forts  at  all,  and  the  boats  would  insure  the  addi- 
ional  advantage  of  entire  freedom  from  blockade  or  from  the  landing  of  hostile  raid- 
ng  parties  on  the. adjacent  coast,  say  in  Grays  Harbor  or  Willapa  Bay. 

San  Francisco. — Here  the  conditions  are  more  similar  to  tnose  of  Puget  Sound, 
Jthou^h  on  the  whole  more  favorable  to  the  land  defense.  Here  also  only  about 
>ne-third  of  the  men  required  for  a  single  detail  are  now  available,  and  a  further 
expenditure  of  something  over  $3,000,000  is  required  to  make  effective  the  defenses 
re  now  have.  Entrance  to  this  harbor  is  also  eminently  unsuitable  for  defense 
nines,  and  behind  the  entrance  defenses  are  ample  anchorages  not  commanded  by 
ortificatione. 

In  order  to  cover  this  harbor  effectively,  as  well  as  the  adjacent  coast,  there  should 
eventually  be  stationed  here  from  15  to  20  submarines.  As  an  immediate  measure, 
it  least  6  should  be  secured  at  once.  The  main  station  for  these  might  very  well  be 
ocated  at  the  naval  training  station  on  Goat  Island,  with  a  subsidiary  Btation  on 
ferallones  (if  found  practicable)  for  boats  on  picket  duty.  Here,  as  at  Puget  Sound 
ind  elsewhere,  the  boats  should  work  on  the  ground  where  they'  will  be  used  in  war 
ind  where  the  officers  can  learn  to  cooperate  efficiently  with  those  in  charge  of  the 
>ther  means  of  defense.  The  navy-yard  at  Mare  Island  would,  of  course,  always  be 
available  for  repairs.  No  mines  should  be  allowed  in  this  harbor  under  any  circum- 
stances, as  they  are  here  -not  only  peculiarly  unreliable,  but  peculiarly  dangerous. 

San  Diego. — Here  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  hostile  fleet  to  enter  the  bay,  as  its  guns 
would  command  the  city  from  the  sea.  The  conditions  are  exceedingly  good  for  the 
rffective  use  of  submarines,  and  eventuallv  10  of  them  should  be  stationed  here  to 
lecure  the  perfect  protection  of  this  part  of  the  coast.  For  immediate  needs,  3  or  4 
would  be  of  great  value. 

General. — To  get  the  full  value  from  submarines  on  this  coast  they  should  have 
he  ability  to  run  from  port  to  port  under  their  own  power.  Owing  to  the  fact  that 
here  are  few  harbors  and  these  widely  separated,  a  very  considerable  radius  is  required ; 
lertainly  not  less  than  900  or  1,000  miles,  and  preferably  a  little  more.  This  will 
mable  them  to  supplement  each  other,  mass  their  forces  where  required,  and  also  to 
change  stations  to  meet  future  developments  or  necessities  not  at  present  foreseen. 
3an  Francisco  and  the  ports  to  the  north  are  characterized  by  swift  tidal  currents 
which  sometimes  reach  a  speed  of  7  knots,  and  it  is  sine  qua  non  that  the  boats  should 
lave  a  considerable  margin  of  speed,  both  on  the  surface  and  submerged,  over  this 
igure.  Aside  from  these  two  considerations,  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  anything  in 
he  conditions  on  the  Pacific  coast  to  be  specially  met  in  the  design  of  the  boats.  In 
>ther  words,  if  they  have  the  requisite  radius  of  action  and  the  necessary  speed,  no 
>ther  special  qualities  are  required. 

To  sum  up  then,  so  far  as  the  continental  coast  is  concerned  the  fortifications  are 
is  a  whole  very  well  planned  and  constructed,  and  when  completed  and  adequately 
Banned  will  probably  be  as  useful  as  it  is  in  their  nature  to  be.  At  the  present  time, 
icwever,  they  are  almost  worse  than  useless,  since  they  serve  to  create  a  confidence 
which  they  do  not  deserve,  partially  by  lack  of  their  incompleteness,  particularly  in  the 
iray  of  searchlights  and  fire-control  systems,  but  principally  on  account  of  the  lack  of 
Tamed  officers  and  men.  This  is  a  condition  which  will  only  be  partially  remedied  if 
pending  legislation  is  enacted  this  year,  and,  as  I  understand  it,  even  this  partial  remedy 
wUl  not  become  effective  until  the  expiration  of  five  years.  Owing  to  topography  and 
climate  of  the  country,  however,  fixed  defenses  in  any  case  require  to  be  supplemented 
by  floating  defenses,  as  explained  above.  It  would  seem  to  me  that,  now  that  the 
submarine  has  passed  the  experimental  stage,  we  should  take  advantage  of  its  enor- 
mous possibilities  at  once,  since  we  can  undoubtedly  render  the  coast  practically 
secure  by  this  means  in  a  shorter  time  and  by  less  expenditure  of  money  and  men  than 
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by  any  other  known  method.  To  provide  boats  now  is  not  only  to  supplement  d£ 
ciencies  in  the  fixed  defenses,  which  in  all  probability  will  exist  for  the  next  t«« 
fifteen  years,  but  it  is  to  give  additional  defense  of  an  important  character  whicattB 
impossible  for  fortifications  to  give.  The  argument  is  strengthened  by  the  tact,  ubij 
recently  discovered,  that  it  is  going  to  be  necessary  to  replace  the  12  and  10  mcnJ™ 
now  in  place  by  14  and  12  inch  guns  of  lower  muzzle  velocity  in  order  to  avow »« 
rapid  wear  which  takes  place  with  the  high  velocities,  and  which,  as  General  uraw 
states,  would  render  the  gun  useless  before  the  finish  of  its  first  engagement 

Number  required.— So  for  as  I  can  judge  now,  I  think  eventually  the  coast  *&» 
have  a  total  of  from  40  to  50  boats  in  order  that  an  effective  force  of  35  or  40  could  afnw 
be  counted  on.  To  secure  such  a  number  at  one  time  and  immediately,  «™*J 
advisable,  is  doubtless  impracticable,  but  it  would  seem  feasible  to  secure  10 oa 
at  once,  and  these,  taken  with  the  improved  condition  of  the  fixed  defenses,  ratt 
is  to  be  expected  within  the  next  few  years,  would  improve  the  situation  eno™°®^ 
If  15  boats  an*  secured,  6  should  go  to  Puget  Sound,  6  to  San  Francisco,  and  3ettW 
to  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  River  or  to  San  Diego.  If  only  10  boats  were )KC0M 
they  should  be  divided  evenly  between  San  Francisco  and  Puget  Sound,  5  to«a 
place.  As  stated  al>ove,  it  is  very  important  that  the  boats  in  each  group, and npcfr 
sible  the  whole  lot  of  them,  should  be  uniform  in  design  and  construction,  a*  tfcflw?* 
their  efficiency  is  materially  increased,  and,  moreover,  the  initial  cost  and  cost  ot  n«fr 
tenance  is  materially  decreased.  In  addition,  the  boats  should  have  the  highest  spw 
which  is  practicable  with  this  class  of  boat  consistent  with  a  satisfactory  conditio  ral 
regard  to  other  qualities,  and  in  no  case  should  the  speed  either  on  the  surface  «  afr 
merged  be  less  tnan  8  knots.  I  have  recently  had  an  opportunity  to  inspect  tke** 
and  largest  submarine  built  for  the  Navy,  and  so  far  as  1  can  see  she  possesses  alJ# 
qualifications  necessary  for  sendee  on  the  Pacific  coast.  At  any  rate,  as  sheisne* 
completed  and  running  her  builder's  trials,  we  will  soon  have  complete  infonMO* 
as  to  her  qualities.  The  point  which  I  wish  to  make  here  is  that  the  developing 
this  country  has  now  reached  a  point  where  apparently  a  boat  is  actually  built™ 
the  capabilities  necessary  for  fulfilling  this  Pacific  coast  work.  Therefore,  if  u»  » 
true,  there  is  no  reason  for  delaying  the  matter  to  await  future  developments. 

Construction  and  cost. — With  regard  to  building  facilities  on  the  coast,  these  «e li- 
quate both  at  San  Francisco  and  on  Puget  Sound.  The  time  required  for  the  con- 
struction of  these  boats — that  is,  the  duplication  of  a  demonstrated  type— would  tytff 
to  be  about  fifteen  months.  It  seems  probable  that  by  dividing  tne  work  between 
Puget  Sound  and  San  Francisco  10  boats  could  be  completed  and  tried  hi  from  fines 
to  twenty  months.  Allowing  a  short  period  for  the  training  of  the  crew  and  the  aft* 
sary  organization  on  the  part  of  the  Navy  Department,  I  should  say  that  about  tw 
years  would  be  required  before  10  boats  would  oe  in  commission  and  ready  for  jernot 
Three  million  dollars  would  probably  cover  the  cost  of  the  10  boats,  which  woqw&J 
a  good  deal  less  than  the  amount  required  to  complete  and  make  effective  the  w 
defenses  of  San  Francisco  alone,  to  say  nothing  of  the  other  ports  involved. 

Hawaiian  Islands. — The  islands  at  present  are  in  a  defenseless  condition,  f w ^ 
protection  of  any  sort  So  far  as  purely  local  defense  is  concerned,  the  island  of  Om 
is  the  only  important  one,  as  both  Honolulu  and  Pearl  Harbor  are  situated  on  it-  *»* 
protection  of  the  coaling  station  at  Pearl  Harbor  is  of  course  very  important,  m® 
two  places  may  be  considered  together,  as  they  lie  only  8  miles  apart.  The  in* 
harbor  in  both  cases  is  reached  through  a  comparatively  narrow  channel  between 
coral  reefs,  which  extend  out  from  one-naif  to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  thesbaff. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  a  hostile  fleet  to  enter  the  harbor  in  order  to  command  the  eg. 
as  the  latter  is  well  within  gun  range  from  deep  water  beyond  the  coral  reefe.  1" 
fortifications  when  gunned  and  manned  will  of  course  be  useful,  but  they  can  tf|* 
be  as  useful  as  the  submarine,  because  they  can  not  prevent  the  seizure  of  oudyinf 
islands  and  their  use  as  a  base  for  operations  against  the  Pacific  coast.  This  is  i  fac- 
tion for  which  the  submarines  are  peculiarly  adapted,  being  much  better  for  tte 
than  the  surface  t>oats,  since  a  single  submarine  can  attack  with  certainty  andsJtf 
in  broad  daylight,  whereas  the  surface  boats  require  large  numbers  and  either  thick 
weather  or  night  to  render  their  attack  effective.  I  should  say  that  eventually  w 
islands  should  have  a  total  of  15  boats.  This  would  give  at  all  times  10  or  12  effect}* 
which  I  believe  would  be  sufficient  to  adequately  protect  all  of  the  islands  w& 
any  force  which  it  now  seems  probable  could  operate  against  them.  The  speeds iv 
radii  of  action  specified  for  the  Pacific  coast  would  be  ample  for  this  service,  is  w 
farthest  point  of  the  farthest  island  is  distant  from  Honolulu  less  than  250  mil* 
This  would  bring  all  of  the  islands  within  range  of  the  boats  we  now  have  in  Bern* 
the  cruising  radius  of  which  is  500  miles.  In  view  of  the  feet  that  the  islands  b* 
no  defense  whatsoever  at  present  and  that  the  boats  of  the  size  now  in  services* 
much  more  effective  here  than  on  the  Pacific  coast,  I  think  it  would  be  very  *» 
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to  send  the  two  boats  now  on  the  Pacific  coast,  the  Grampus  and  Pike,  to  the  islands, 
in  order  that  they  may  have  some  protection  while  new  ooats  are  being  built,  and  as 
soon  as  possible  they  should  be  supplemented  by  at  least  5  additional  boats.  The 
Grampus  and  Pike  are  now  out  of  commission  at  the  navy-yard,  Mare  Island,  where 
preparations  are  being  made  to  thoroughly  overhaul  and  modernize  them,  so  as  to 
make  them  similar  in  all  respects  to  the  Plunger,  Porpoise,  and  Shark.  I  am  told 
that  this  work  will  require  about  six  months'  time,  ana,  as  it  includes,  among  other 
things,  new  batteries,  the  boats  will  be  in  first-class  shape  when  completed,  and  as 
they  will  have  all  the  modern  improvements  that  can  be  applied,  they  should  be 
very  much  more  effective  than  when  first  commissioned,  and  will  undoubtedly  be 
able  to  render  very  efficient  service.  There  will  be  no  difficulty  about  towing  them 
over  to  the  islands,  as  the  Japanese  have  demonstrated  by  actual  trial  that  this  size 
and  type  can  be  easily  and  safely  towed  under  the  worst  possible  conditions  of  weather 
and  sea.  Whether  the  boats  be  stationed  at  Honolulu  or  at  Pearl  Harbor  is  a  matter 
of  convenience,  as  it  would  make  no  difference  from  a  military  standpoint. 

Our  present  force. — At  the  present  moment  we  have  assigned  to  the  submarine  service 
and  serving  with  the  boats  in  commission  only  two  officers  and  only  two  crews.  The 
remaining  5  boats  are  out  of  commission  and  the  officers  and  men  originally  attached  to 
them  are  scattered  to  general  service.  So  far  as  I  am  aware,  no  attempt  has  been  made 
to  work  out  the  problems  involved  in  various  localities  where  boats  must  be  stationed, 
with  the  possible  exception  of  Newport,  R.  I.,  and  San  Francisco. 

As  the  result  of  six  or  seven  years'  work  we  have  3  boats  ready  for  service,  4 
more  which  can  be  made  ready  in  about  six  months,  and  4  new  vessels  which  will 
be  delivered  ready  for  service  in  the  spring — all  on  the  Atlantic  coast  except  two. 
That  is  a  total  of  11  boats  (omitting  the  original  Holland),  and  behind  these  we  have  a 
lack  of  organization  whicn  is  simply  appalling  to  anyone  who  considers  the  subject 
seriously  and  is  familiar  with  the  conditions  that  exist  in  that  respect  in  Gfreat  Britain, 
France,  and  Japan.  Aside  from  the  islands  in  which  we  are  interested,  we  have 
thousands  of  miles  of  continental  coast  and  innumerable  harbors  which  urgently 
demand  defense.  Not  equipped  with  proper  local  defense  it  requires  no  prophet  to 
see  that  our  heavy  fighting  snips  will  be  hampered  in  their  proper  r61e  when  war 
comes.  England  has  at  the  present  moment  48  submarine  boats,  built  and  building. 
France  has  99.  These  forces  are  actually  organized;  the  actual  problems  to  be  solved 
are  being  worked  out,  particularly  in  England,  and  the  boats  are  engaged  every  day  in 
serious  work  which  does  not  falf  at  all  short  of  their  war-time  requirements.  They 
take  their  jpart  in  all  maneuvers  and  have  been  doing  so  for  some  time  past.  The 
results  achieved  are  not  made  fully  public,  but  it  is  apparent  that  they  are  doing  their 
work  well  and  very  effectively,  as  is  so  emphatically  stated  by  Admiral  Fournier  in  his 
report  on  the  last  French  naval  maneuvers,  of  which  he  was  in  command,  and  is  fur- 
ther evidenced  by  the  fact  that  they  continue  to  build  the  vessels  in  large  numbers 
and  that  their  programmes,  as  outlined  for  the  future  in  this  respect,  are  very  extensive. 

So  far  as  an  individual  boat  is  concerned,  the  Octopus,  if  she  meets  her  contract 
requirements  (and  I  am  assured  that  she  already  exceeded  them  on  builder's  trials), 
will  unquestionably  be  much  superior  to  anything  which  the  French  now  have  in  the 
water,  and  at  least  equal,  if  not  superior,  to  the  best  British  boat.  In  the  spring  a 
series  of  comparative  trials  are  to  be  held,  open  to  all  comers,  and  if  any  other  vessel 
should  prove  to  be  superior  to  the  Octopus,  then  our  condition  with  regard  to  a  type 
vessel  is  even  better.  I  am,  then,  utterly  at  a  loss  to  see  why  the  serious  work  of  con- 
structing the  vessel  in  adequate  numbers  and  building  up  an  organization  behind  them 
should  be  any  longer  deferred.  That  it  will  interfere  with  the  building  of  a  seagoing 
fleet  I  do  not  believe.  The  general  public  becomes  each  year  better  educated  on 
these  auctions,  and  it  is  now  pretty  generally  understood  that  battle  ships  can  not 
be  replaced  by  submarines.  If  they  replace  anything,  they  replace  surface  torpedo 
boats  and  the  destroyers,  except  for  services  with  the  fleet,  but  principally  the  fortifi- 
cations and  mines.  The  public  is  only  now  beginning  to  understand  that  fixed  forti- 
fications are  not  only  enormously  expensive  in  the  first  instance,  but  that  their  useful- 
ness is  limited,  and  that  they  require  a  verv  large  army  of  skilled  men  in  order  to  be  of 
any  practical  use  whatever  in  war.  The  fact  that  the  submarine  can  do  a  great  deal 
more  than  the  fixed  defenses  has  been  amply  demonstrated,  and,  further,  for  a  given 
amount  of  protection,  the  first  cost  is  much  less,  and,  second,  the  number  of  men  and 
officers  required  is  but  an  insignificant  fraction  of  those  required  for  the  heavy  artillery. 
Under  these  circumstances  I  do  not  think  that  an  effort  to  secure  a  reasonable  number 
of  these  boats  immediately  will  jeopardize  battle  ship  appropriations,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  ought  to  help  them,  as  affording  reasonable  hope  for  curtailment  of  the  total 
expense  required  for  the  battle  fleet  and  for  the  coast  defense. 

Local  sentiment. — I  particularly  noticed  that  the  recent  agitation  in  the  matter  of 
oriental  lab     and  immigration  has  created  a  somewhat  restless  feeling  among  the  people 
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regarding  their  defenses,  and  while  none  of  the  thinking  people  feel  that  there  ist 
mediate  danger  of  a  conflict  with  any  foreign  power,  they  nevertheless  do  feel,  ovag  I 
to  the  mobilization  of  the  battle-ship  fleet  on  the  Atlantic  coast,  that  they  haw  beat  I 
left  in  a  dangerously  unprotected  state,  and  it  is  certain  that  they  would  welcome  tay  " 
plan  which  promised  an  immediate  strengthening  of  their  defenses. 

Conclusion. — In  conclusion,  I  think  it  is  proper  to  state  that  I  do  not  wish  toekn 
in  any  way  that  my  opinions  on  the  present  defenseless  condition  of  the  Pacific  cm* 
and  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  and  on  proper  remedies  therefor,  are  original  with  me; 
on  the  contrary,  they  are,  for  the  greater  part,  a  reiteration  of  the  opinionaheld  by  a  got 
number  of  army  and  navy  officers  and  civilian  experts  who  have  given  the  matte 
thought.  I  do  not,  however,  know  of  any  report  on  the  subject  as  a  whole,  made  ate 
consideration  of  the  actual  conditions  as  they  exist  to-day  and  taking  into  account  ifl 
of  the  factors  bearing  on  the  general  question  of  securing  quickly  and  economically 
a  complete  defense  for  this  section;  and  it  is  only  after  a  quite  extended  study,  com- 
bined with  Deraonal  observation,  that  I  have  arrived  at  the  opinion  expressed  above, 
the  gist  of  which  is  that  in  obtaining  absolute  security  for  those  sections  years  of  time 
and  millions  of  money  can  be  saved  by  now  seriously  adopting  submarine  torpede 
craft  rather  than  by  concentrating  our  efforts  in  the  future,  as  in  the  past,  on  the  con- 
struction of  permanent  artillery  positions  and  the  arrangement  of  fixed  mine  fields. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Jas.  F.  J.  Archibaid. 

The  Chairman.  One  other  witness  who  had  been  subpoenaed,  and 
who  has  failed  to  appear,  is  Mr.  Fred  Brown  Whitney. 

Senator  Thurston.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent  Mr.  Fred  Brown 
Whitney  as  his  attorney  for  this  purpose,  and  would  state  that  he 
has  been  sick  in  bed  ana  under  the  care  of  physicians  for  some  time 
and  is  now  in  the  same  condition  at  Garfield  Hospital,  in  this  city. 
He  has  made  the  following  affidavit,  which  he  asks  the  committee 
to  accept  as  his  testimony  in  this  case.     Shall  I  read  this? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

(The  affidavit  is  as  follows:) 

City  op  Washington, 

District  of  Columbia,  U.  S.  A.t  u: 

Fred  Brown  Whitney,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says:  That  he  is  34  yea* 
of  age;  that  he  is  an  attorney  at  law,  a  member  of  the  bar  of  the  State  of  nimos, 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court;  that  few 
about  1901  to  early  in  1904,  he  was  clerk  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  of  tk* 
House  of  Representatives;  that  shortly  thereafter  he  became  second  vice-preeideBi 
of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  of  which  Simon  Lake  was  and  still  is  the  pM- 
dent,  which  position  he  retained  until  May  19,  1906,  when  he  resigned  and  left  the 
employ  of  said  company,  and  has  not  been  connected  with  or  in  the  employ  of  atf 
company  since;  that  in  December,  1906,  he  was  employed  by  Simon  Lake  wff 
with  him  to  Europe,  but  his  employment  was  not  on  the  part  of  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company,  but  he  was  employed  to  look  after  matters  for  Simon  Lake  in  con- 
nection with  his  submarine  construction  and  other  independent  affairs  in  Europe, 
and  that  the  submarine  construction  referred  to  has  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with 
submarine  boats;  that  afterwards  he  made  one  trip  to  the  United  States,  and,  retort- 
ing to  Europe,  remained  there  until  he  arrived  in  New  York  with  Mr.  Simon  Late 
in  the  latter  part  of  December,  1907;  that  he  is  the  vice-president  of  the  Lake  Sab- 
marine  Company,  in  which  Simon  Lake  owns  a  controlling  interest,  which  w  *& 
entirely  independent  company,  not  engaged  in  submarine  torpedo-boat  construction, 
but  was  organized  to  engage  in  commercial  and  other  enterprises  connected  with 
matters  other  than  submarine  torpedo  construction;  that  soon  after  his  return  to 
the  United  States  in  December,  1907,  he  reoccupied  his  own  office  in  the  Munftf 
Building,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  but,  having  no  typewriter  in  his  office,  he  did  boa 
time  to  time  and  for  his  own  convenience,  and  by  the  courtesy  of  Mr;  A.  R.  Nell, 
go  to  the  office  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  in  the  Colorado  Building,  in  the 
city  of  Washington,  to  use  one  of  the  typewriters  therein  in  the  prosecution  of  h» 
own  work. 

That  having  been  associated  in  an  official  way  with  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
and  then  being  associated  with  Mr.  Simon  Lake  in  the  business  affairs  of  the  Lake  Sub- 
marine Company,  he  naturally  took  a  deep  personal  interest  in  the  efforts  being  made 
by  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  and  by  Mr.  Simon  Lake  to  secure  from  the  N»vy 
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Department  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  submarine,  and  also  in  the  efforts  which 
ue  understood  were  being  made  to  secure,  if  possible,  from  Congress  such  legislation 
us  would  leave  the  disposition  of  any  appropriation  made  for  submarines  to  be  expended 
inder  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  without  legislative  restrictions  that 
rould  prohibit  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  from  competing  with  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  for  submarine  construction. 

That  of  nis  own  initiative  he  undertook  what  appeared  to  him  at  the  time  to  be  not 
mproper  methods  to  have  brought  to  the  attention  of  Congress  the  methods  which  he 
lad  believed  had  been  pursued  by  the  Electric  Boat  Company  in  their  endeavor  to 
lecure  through  Congressional  action  what  might  be  termed  exclusive  legislation,  which 
would  shut  out  competition  and  prevent  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  from  com- 
peting in  the  United  States  for  submarine  torpedo-boat  construction. 

That  for  the  reasons  last  stated  he  did,  on  or  about  the  12th  day  of  February,  write 
the  following  undated  and  unsigned  communication  on  a  sheet  of  the  New  Willard 
Hotel  note  paper: 

"For  Mr.  Carmichael: 

"A  Congressman  does  not  want  to  get  what  happened  to  Lessler,  but  here  is  a  big 
storytip  for  what  it  is  worth. 

"The  submarine  people  brought  out  a  candidate,  a  prominent  lawyer,  against  Loud. 
He  withdrew  upon  agreement  of  Loud  to  vote  for  submarines. 

"Frank  Edinborough,  Michigan  State  senator,  former  secretary  to  Loud,  knows 
details.1' 

That  he  inclosed  said  communication  in  an  envelope  of  the  New  Willard  Hotel  sta- 
tionery and  directed  it,  in  typewriting,  as  follows:  "Detroit  Free  Press,  Washington, 
D.  C.  That  he  mailed  said  communication  so  directed  at  Washington  on  said  12th 
day  of  February,  1908. 

That  on  or  about  the  15th  day  of  February,  1908,  deponent  wrote  upon  a  Postal 
Telegraph  blank  the  following  undated  and  unsigned  communication: 

"  Loud  voted  for  this  $1,476,296.60  graft,  in  the  Naval  Committee.  There  is  a  story 
in  circulation  that  the  Holland  people  got  a  prominent  attorney  to  become  a  candidate 
against  Loud  last  time;  tliat  Loud  finally  agreed  to  vote  for  the  submarines  upon  deal 
that  the  attorney  withdraw.  The  attorney  withdrew.  Subscribe  for  New  York 
Herald  and  Washington  Post.  Loud  can  be  defeated  on  this  proposition  alone  by  you. 
Watch  Concessional  Record.  Have  your  local  papers  play  up  proposition.  Have 
them  write  Loud  for  explanation  and  whether  the  withdrawal  story  is  true." 

That  he  inclosed  said  communication  in  a  blank  envelope  and  directed  it,  in  type- 
writing, as  follows:  "Senator  Frank  Edinborough,  Bay  City,  Mich.,"  and  mailea  it 
in  Washington  on  said  15th  day  of  February,  1908. 

That  said  communications  and  the  addresses  on  said  envelopes  were  written  by 
deponent  upon  tie  Smith  Premier  typewriter  in  the  office  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  in  room  606.  in  the  Colorado  Building,  in  the  city  of  Washington. 

That  on  or  about  the  13th  day  of  February,  1908,  said  deponent  sent  to  a  represent- 
ative of  a  New  York  daily  paper  three  or  more  typewritten  sheets,  containing  among 
other  statements  the  following  paragraphs: 

"It  is  our  unanimous  opinion  tfcU  it  is  best  to  have  the  full  quotations  sent  you 
printed,  so  that  our  friends  can  use  naval  opinions  with  members  as  from  newspaper 
authority." 

"Memorandum  showing  lack  of  economy  in  submarine  at  propose.!  cost  of 
91,476.296.60  more  than  contractor  testified  they  were  worth." 

"The  committee  thinks  it  necessary  to  get  prominent  officers'  ideas  and  opinions 
before  public,  so  that  other  newspapers  will  start  editorial  discussion  of  the  problem 
that  is  far  more  serious  than  surface  indications  tell." 

That  said  typewritten  statements  were  prepared  by  deponent  and  were  written  in 
part  upon  said  Smith  Premier  typewriter  in  the  office  aforesaid  of  the  said  Lake  Tor- 
pedo Boat  Company,  and  in  part  upon  the  L.  C.  Smith  typewriter  in  said  office. 

That  said  deponent  sent  said  communications  and  said  statements  to  said  news- 
papers believing  that  Representative  Loud  had  voted  for  an  exclusive  appropriation 
for  submarines  of  a  certain  type,  but  that  he  subsequently  learned  that  Representa- 
tive Loud  voted  by  letter  for  submarines  without  conditions  and  he  deeply  regrets 
the  wrong  and  injustice  so  done  by  him  to  Representative  Loud,  who  was  innocent 
of  all  suspicions  entertained  by  deponent  concerning  him. 

The  deponent  further  says  that  neither  Simon  Lake  nor  counsel  for  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company  knew  that  he  had  written  any  of  said  communications  and  that  he  had 
been  endeavoring  in  that  way  to  bring  out  facts  connected  with  submarine  boat  legis- 
lation until  within  a  few  days  last  past,  and  after  the  experts  employed  by  the  investi- 
gating committee  of  the  House  haa  testified  as  to  the  fact  that  the  said  first  two  com- 
munications had  been  written  on  the  Smith  Premier  typewriter  in  the  said  office  of 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 
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Deponent  says  that  when  he  sent  said  anonymous  communications  he  had  gos4 
reason  to  believe  that  a  resolution  would  be  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives for  an  investigation  of  the  methods  of  the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  its  pred- 
ecessor, the  Holland  Boat  Company. 

Deponent  further  says  that  he  did  send  newspaper  clippings  to  some  members  of  the 
Naval  Committee,  and  may  have  sent  to  Representative  Lilley,  before  the  20th  day 
of  February,  1908;  that  he  had  sent  said  communications,  including  the  figures  k 
alleged  excessive  cost  of  submarines,  to  wit,  $1,476,296.60,  which  deponent  attempted 
to  compile  from  the  testimony  of  Admiral  Bowles  given  before  the  JNaval  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  1902. 

Deponent  further  says  that  he  has  no  personal  knowledge  from  which  hecwld 
give  any  evidence  to  sustain  any  of  the  charges  of  Representative  Lilley.  I  think 
that  in  the  sessions  of  Naval  Committee  of  1906  Lilley  voted  against  the  Lake  Boat 
Company. 

Deponent  further  says  that  this  affidavit  is  made  at  his  own  suggestion  and  of  he 
own  free  will  and  accord,  to  be  used  as  evidence  by  said  investigating  committee  and 
spread  upon  its  record,  and  is  made  by  said  deponent  solely  because  he  is  ill  and  unable 
to  appear  before  said  committee  pursuant  of  the  subpoena  directed  to  and  served 
upon  him  pursuant  to  the  order  of  said  committee. 

And  further  deponent  saith  not. 

Forty  words  interlined  and  forty-four  words  erased  before  signing. 

Fred  Brown  Whttxit. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  at  Washington  aforesaid,  on  the  30th  diy 
of  April,  1908. 

[notarial  seal.]  Wm.  B.  Matthews,  Jr., 

Notary  Pudfe. 
Commission  expires  March  22,  1910. 
Witness  to  the  signature  of  Fred  Brown  Whitney: 
Wayne  F.  Cowan,  M.  D. 
Charles  Whitney. 

Senator  Thurston.  I  may  state  that  this  affidavit  was  also  care- 
fully read  by  Mr.  Whitney,  and  the  interlineations  therein  appealing 
were  inserted  at  their  conversation  with  him  at  the  Garfield  Hospital. 
I  will  further  state  that  I  have  from  Mr.  Whitney's  physician  the 
following: 

The  Rochambeau, 
Washington,  D.  C,  AprU  SO,  1908. 
This  is  to  certify  that  Mr.  Fred  B.  Whitney  is  ill  and  under  my  professional  caren 
Garfield  Hospital  and  not  yet  able  to  be  out. 

W7m.  M.  Sprigo,  M.  D 

There  is  a  typographical  error  in  this  affidavit  on  the  first  page,  ib 
which  the  witness  is  unintentionally  made  to  say  that  Simon  Lake 
was  and  still  is  the  vice-president  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 
The  word  "vice"  there  is  so  evidently  a  mistake  that  with  the  com- 
mittee^ permission  I  will  take  the  responsibility  of  striking  that  out 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  sees  no  reason  why  that  correction 
should  not  be  made  by  Senator  Thurston,  especially  as  it  conforms  to 
the  sworn  testimony  of  Simon  Lake.  The  committee,  of  coune, 
would  much  prefer  to  have  examined  Mr.  Whitney  in  person  in  the 
open  session  of  this  committee,  but  on  the  statement  of  his  counsel 
Senator  Thurston,  and  in  view  of  the  condition  to  which  his  physician 
will  make  certificate,  the  committee  feels  inclined  to  accept  this 
affidavit,  which  emobdies  under  oath  the  more  important  matters 
which  the  committee  expected  to  prove  through  tne  witness  Fred 
Brown  Whitney. 

Some  weeks  ago  when  the  anonymous  communications  reflecting 
upon  Representative  Loud  were  brought  to  light,  this  committee 
announced  its  intention  to  discover,  if  possible,  the  perpetrators  oi 
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this  unwarranted  attack  upon  a  Member  in  good  standing  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  which  unwarranted  attack  also  included 
a  manifest  attempt  to  defeat  him  for  renomination  and  reelection 
in  his  district.     To  this  end  the  committee  felt  justified  in  employing 
the  services  of  the  .experts,  Mr.  Carvalho,  Mr.  Kinsley,  and  Mr. 
Osborn.    Their  unanimous  opinion  wras  that  the  two  anonymous 
communications  were  written  on  the  same  typewriter  and  that  they 
were  written  on  the  typewriter  upon  which  the  questions  addressed 
to  the  chairman  of  this  committee  and  signed  by  Mr.  Lilley  were  also 
written.    This  testimony  was  corroborated  by  the  frank  and  ingen- 
uous way  in  which  Mr.  Neflf  testified  upon  examining  the  work  of 
the  experts,  that  no  one  could  dispute  that  they  were  written  upon 
the  same  machine.     This  conclusion,  of  course,  cast  a  suspicion  upon 
all  those  who  had  access  to  this  machine,  and  the  committee  felt 
justified  in  pursuing  its  inquiries  and  determining,  if  possible,  not 
only  from  what  office  the  documents  originated,   but  the  actual 
author  and  inspirer  of  it,  and  I  need  hardly  say  that  the  committee 
feels  gratified  at  this  testimony  of  the  real  author,  which  removes 
whatever  suspicion  attached  to  any  of  the  others  who  had  access  to 
these  machines.     The  exoneration,  therefore,  of  Congressman  Loud 
from  the  cruel  and  unjust  suspicions  that  have  attached  to  him  all 
through  this  investigation  is  now  absolute  and  complete.     At  the 
same  time  this  investigation  disclosed  that  the  author  of  the  anony- 
mous communications  was  also  the  creator  of  the  fictitious  figures 
$1,476,296.60  which  were  given  as  the  excessive  cost  to  the  United 
States  Government  of  the  submarines  purchased  from  the  Electric 
Boat  Company.     These  fictitious  figures  were  first  given  in  the  myste- 
rious communication,   of  which  Mr.   Whitney   appears  to  be  the 
author,  to  a  New  York  newspaper  on  or  about  the  13th  of  February. 
The  same  figures  were  used  two  days  later  in  the  anonymous  communi- 
cation to  Mr.  Edinborough,  and  were  used  in  House  resolution  264, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Lilley  on  the  27th  of  February  and  drawn  some- 
time before  tne  22d,  so  that  the  vital  unsolved  mysteries  in  this  case, 
the  authorship  of  the  anonymous  letter,  the  authorship  of  the  myste- 
rious communications  to  the  newspaper  containing  these  fictitious 
figures,  which  were  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  Members  and  allow- 
ing them,  as  the  document  said,  to  use  the  figures  to  back  up  the 
authority  of  the  newspaper,  have  now  been  solved. 

All  the  witnesses  whose  names  were  suggested  to  the  committee  by 
Mr.  Lilley  have  been  examined.  The  committee  has  also  called  on 
its  own  account  all  witnesses  who  the  committee  thought  would  cast 
any  light  whatever  upon  the  issues  raised  by  Mr.  Lilley 's  charges  and 
also  point  out,  if  possible,  the  motives  lying  behind  the  unsustained 
charges.  The  committee  has  also  placed  upon  the  record  various 
documents  not  properly  entitled  to  the  dignity  of  evidence,  which 
Mr.  Lilley  has  presented,  and  they  will  be  published  with  the  evidence. 
There  still  remain  a  few  fictitiously  signed  letters  handed  in  by 
Mr.  Lilley,  a  few  anonymous  letters  and  perhaps  some  questions  and 
one  or  two  affidavits  which  have  not  been  made  the  oasis  of  any 
evidence  taken  by  this  committee.  On  careful  examination  it  appears 
that  these  suggestions  relate  either  to  dead  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  who' died  in  full  honor  and  in  the  respect  of  their  fellow- 
men,  many  of  them  years  ago,  or  else  these  matters  relate  entirely  to 
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remote  Congresses  which  raise  questions  with  which  this  committee 
had  no  power  to  deal. 

There  is  therefore  no  other  documentary  or  oral  evidence  for  this 
committee  to  consider  except  the  letters  and  copies  of  letters  of  Rep- 
resentative Lilley  and  the  books  and  papers  of  the  two  corporations, 
the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company. 
The  open  sessions,  therefore,  of  this  committee  will  now  be  closed  awl 
the  question  of  the  production  of  the  letters  of  Representative  lilley, 
to  which  his  counsel  has  objected,  and  of  the  books  of  the  two  corpo- 
rations, the  Electric  Boat  Company  and  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany, will  be  determined  by  tne  committee  after  a  careful  examina- 
tion and  analysis  of  the  evidence  upon  which  the  demand  for  these 
documents  is  based. 

All  of  the  original  documents  that  have  been  handed  in  to  the  com- 
mittee, whether  used  as  evidence  or  made  public  or  not,  will  be 
returned  to  the  persons  who  sent  them  as  soon  as  they  shall  have  been 
used  and  examined  by  the  committee. 

The  open  sessions  therefore  of  this  committee  are  adjourned. 

The  committee  will  take  a  recess  until  1 1  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

(Thereupon  the  committee  adjourned  until  to-morrow,  Friday,  May 
1,  1908,  at  11  o'clock  a.  m.) 
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The  Chairman.  The  following  newspaper  and  magazine  articles, 
which  are  referred  to  in  the  testimony,  will  be  printed  in  the  record : 

[The  New  York  Herald,  February  12, 1908.] 

ITS  PLAHS  UPSET,  NAVY  IHDIGHANT. 

OEFEAT  OF  FOUR-BATTLE-SHIP  PROGRAMME  IN  HOUSE  COMMITTEE 
AROUSES  RESENTMENT — BLAME  PUT  ON  COMBINATION — INFLUENCE 
OF  SUBMARINE  BUILDERS  DECLARED  GREATER  THAN  THAT  OF  THE 
BEST   NAVAL   EXPERTS. 

Herald  Bureau,  No.  1502  H  Street  NW.,  ' 

Washington,  D.  C,  Tuesday 

President  Roosevelt  may  be  forced  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
methods  by  which  the  naval  programme  for  four  battle  ships  was 
strangled  in  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  of  the  House  and  a  bill 
presented  for  four  more  submarines  than  had  been  suggested  by  the 
naval  authorities. 

Naval  officers  and  others  interested  in  the  increase  of  the  Navy  were 
astonished  to-day  when  they  learned  the  details  of  the  report  made 
by  the  Naval  Committee,  and  that  the  committee  had  voted  13  to  5 
to  limit  the  increase  of  the  Navr  to  two  battle  ships.  They  declared 
the  influence  of  submarine  builders  had  been  greater  in  the  committee 
than  that  of  the  Navy  Department,  its  experts,  and  the  President 
combined.  They  also  said  the  committee  nad  deliberately  thrown 
aside  the  opinions  of  the  very  best  naval  experts  in  the  country, 
including  Admiral  Dewey  and  Rear- Admiral  Converse,  and  had 
accepted  instead  the  opinion  of  agents  here  of  the  submarine  boat 
builders. 

Indignation  was  increased  by  reports  that  the  committee  had  acted 
in  secret,  and  had  bound  the  members  not  to. disclose  the  names  of 
the  13  who  voted  to  smash  the  President's  programme. 

It  was  said  the  President  had  learned  of  the  combination  on  sub- 
marines too  late.  When  he  talked  with  Republican  members  of  the 
committee  he  found  the  "submarine  combination"  had  them.  Then, 
in  an  effort  to  make  headway  in  a  desperate  cause,  he  sent  for  the 
Democratic  members.  But  some  of  the  latter  had  also  been  gathered 
into  the  movement  against  a  fair  increase  of  the  Navy. 

There  was  a  very  heated  session  of  the  committee.  Threats  were 
made,  and  the  debate  grew  very  warm.  It  was  proposed  by  one 
member  to  call  in  stenographers,  but  he  was  overruled,  and  as  a 
precaution  the  members  were  sworn  to  secrecy  before  they  left  the 
Toom. 

Those  favoring  submarines  went  further  than  ever  before  in 
attempts  to  discredit  battle  ships  as  a  means  of  defense,  and  were 
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evidently  encouraged  by  their  added  numbers.  It  was  even  urged 
that  the  countiy  should  abandon  its  policy  of  building  more  batik 
ships  and  turn  to  the  submarine  for  defense. 

Naval  officers  said  to-day  the  plan  of  the  agents  of  submarine  com- 
panies to  defeat  the  battle-ship  programme  was  started  several 
months  ago,  and  was  in  evidence  when  the  Dolphin  took  membas  of 
the  Naval  Committee  on  the  annual  inspection  of  yards  and  stations 
in  the  summer. 

Naval  officers  also  say  that  what  is  wanted  is  an  absolutely  fair 
investigation  of  all  the  facts  covering  the  purchase  of  submarines  for 
at  least  two  vears.  r  \^r- 


[The  New  York  Herald,  February  13,  1908,] 
FEARED  BLOCKING  NAVY  PROGRAMME. 

MEMBERS  OF  COMMITTEE  THOUGHT  HOUSE  WOULD  NOT  SANCTTOS 
FOUR  BATTLE  SHIPS. — AFRAID  OF  THE  LEADERS. COMMITTEE  WILL- 
ING^ TO  OPPOSE  PRESIDENT'S  SCHEME  RATHER  THAN  BIO  MEN  15 
THE   HOUSE. 

Herald' Bureau,  No.  1502  H  Street  NW., 

Washington,  D.  G.,  Wednesday. 

Members  of  the  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  to-day  made 
haste  to  defend  their  action  smashing  President  Roosevelt's  naval 
programme,  which  will  soon  be  reported  to  the  House,  including  only 
two  battle  ships. 

That  the  members  who  found  themselves  opposing  the  Adminis- 
tration's programme  on  the  one  hand  and  the  advice  furnished  the 
Administration  by  the  best  naval  experts  in  the  country  on  the  other 
did  not  relish  their  position  was  made  evident  by  the  various  expla- 
nations they  set  forth  in  justifying  their  votes  in  committee.  Prac- 
tically all  united  in  saying  they  had  voted  against  four  battle  ships 
because  they  feared  the  House  leaders  more  than  they  did  the  Presi- 
dent, and  had  increased  the  number  of  submarines  carried  in  the  bill 
at  the  behest  of  southern  and  western  Members,  who  were  hearing 
from  home,  rather  than  support  the  estimate  of  the  naval  experts 
who  have  charge  of  the  defense  of  the  entire  country. 

would  vote  for  battlbTships. 

Most  of  them  added  that  they  would  be  glad  at  this  time  to  vote 
for  four  battle  ships  on  the  floor  of  the  House  if  they  find  such  a  pro- 
gramme can  be  passed.  Those  members  of  the  committee  who  were 
seen  to-day  said: 

Several  members  on  the  committee  would  have  supported  four  battle  ships  if  thev 
had  believed  it  would  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Mouse.  It  seemed  to  oe  practi- 
cally the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  committee  that  the  House  would  vote  for  two  new 
battle  ships  of  the  Delaware  class,  but  would  go  no  further.  For  that  reason  two  batik 
Bhips  were  authorized  in  the  bill. 

As  to  the  submarines,  since  Secretary  Metcalf 'b  report  was  sent  in,  in  December, 
the  Navy  Department  has  directed  that  submarines  be  sent  to  the  islands  of  the  Pacific, 
and  urgent  demands  have  been  made  upon  the  committee  personally  by  Members 
from  the  Pacific  coast  for  this  class  of  fighting  vessels.  For  this  reason  four  submarines, 
in  addition  to  the  Secretary's  recommendations,  were  added  to  the  bill. 
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DENIES   COMMITTEE    CONTEST. 

Representative  Loudenslager,  of  New  Jersey : 

^Ab  an  opponent  of  the  four-battle-ship  programme  and  supporter  of  the  programme 
voted  by  the  committee,  I  want  to  say  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  charge  that  there 
is  a  contest  in  the  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  as  between  the  supporters  of 
battle  ships  and  the  supporters  of  submarine  torpedo  boats.  I  am  certain  if  the  roll 
call  on  the  programme  for  battle  ships  and  submarines  could  be  revealed,  it  would  show 
that  fully  rive  members  of  the  committee  voted  against  four  battle  ships  and  also 
against  submarines. 

NO    SUBMARINE   COMBINATION, 

Representative  Roberts,  of  Massachusetts! 

There  was  no  combination  of  submarine  adherents  in  the  committee  who  linedfup 
against  the  proponents  of  battle  ships,  as  charged  in  the  Herald  to-day.  I  distinctly 
remember  that  in  the  voting  in  committee  four  or  five  members  opposed  to  submarines 
voted  against  four  battle  ships,  and  L  recall  two  who  favored  submarines  who  favored 
four  battle  ships. 

The  only  secrecy  observed  with  regard  to  the  meetings  at  which  the  naval  pro- 
gramme was  discussed  was  that  secrecy  customary  in  executive  tessions  of  the  com- 
mittee, which  are  always  held  under  the  rules  of  the  House  confidential.  If  any- 
body called  for  a  stenographer  to  take  down  the  proceedings  of  that  session  because 
they  were  so  hot,  I  failed  to  hear  the  request. 

Personally  I  would  be  glad  to  vote  for  four  or  even  ten  battle  ships  if  I  thought 
such  a  provision  in  our  bill  could  pass  the  House.  We  found  in  sounding  out  the 
House  tnat  four  battle  ships  could  not  be  passed.  I  have  said  that  if  it  develops  on 
thefloor  that  four  battle  ships  can  be  authorized,  I  shall  vote  for  them. 


[The  New  York  Herald,  February  14, 1908.] 
LEADERS  TALK  OF  ONE  BATTLE  SHIP. 

THREATS  HEARD  IN  HOUSE,  WHERE  PRESIDENT'S  DESIRE  FOR  FOUR 
VESSELS  IS  COMBATED — EXPECT  WARM  CONTROVERSY — FRIENDS 
OF  THE  NAVT  PREPARING  TO  FIGHT  HARD  FOR  PROGRAMME  LAID 
DOWN   BY  DEPARTMENT. 

x  Herald  Bureau,  No.  1502  H  Street  NW., 

Washington,  D.  C,  Thursday. 

House  leaders  let  it  be  known  to-day  that  they  would  join  hands 
with  the  members  of  the  Naval  Affairs  Committee  in  an  effort  to 
defeat  the  naval  programme  of  the  President,  the  Navy  Department 
and  the  naval  experts  of  that  Department,  and  defend  the  com- 
mittee's bill. 

Word  was  passed  down  the  line  that  if  the  President  was  going  to 
undertake  "to  boss  that  programme  through"  he  would  be  shown 
he  could  not  handle  the  House  of  Representatives.  The  prediction 
was  heard  that  if  the  Administration  forced  the  fighting  for  four 
battle  ships  even  the  two  reported  by  the  committee  might  be  cut 
to  one. 

"Why,  he  is  only  hurting  his  own  case,"  said  one  prominent  mem- 
ber of  the  committee. 

Members  of  the  committee  continued  their  attempt  to  defend 
themselves  from  the  charge  that  a  submarine  combination  within 
the  committee  was  working  against  battle  ships.  Representative 
Gregg,  of  Texas,  declared  he  had  voted  for  more  submarines  than 
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were  asked  for  by  the  Department  "because  the  people  of  the  Pacific 
coast  had  asked  for  them"  and  because  the  Navy  Department  was 
sending  some  of  those  already  built  to  Manila.    , 

Representative  Roberts,  of  Massachusetts,  remarked  that  the 
"entire  naval  programme  asked  by  the  Department  had  never  been 
voted  by  the  committee  during  his  entire  term  in  Congress." 

In  the  meantime  friends  of  the  Navy  propose  to  fight  every  inch 
of  the  way  in  the  House,  and,  judging  from  some  or  the  informal 
debates  already  held  by  members  of  the  committee,  the  controversy 
on  the  floor  over  battle  ships  and  submarines  promises  to  be  veiy 
warm. 


[The  New  York  Herald,  February  15, 1908.] 

HOUSE  BILL  ALARMS  FBEENDS  OF  NAVY. 

Aroused  over  committee's  action  in  sacrificing  battle  ships 
for  submarines — charge  false  economy — declare  cost  of 
small  craft  is  $1,286  a  ton,  while  battle  ships  average 
only  $745 — plan  hot  fight  on  floor — well-informed  serv- 
ice officials  see  inconsistency  in  excessive  number  of 
lesser  craft. 

Herald  Bureau,  No.  1502  H  Street  NW., 

Washington,  D.  C,  Friday. 

Friends  of  the  Navy  who  are  alarmed  at  the  action  of  the  House 
Naval  Committee  in  sacrificing  battle  ships  for  submarines  declared 
to-day  that  the  whole  question  as  to  the  smashing  of  the  President's 
naval  programme  in  order  to  allow  an  excessive  number  of  subma- 
rines to  be  constructed  would  yet  be  fully  thrashed  out. 

Naval  officers  acquainted  in  detail  with  the  cost  of  building  both 
battle  ships  and  submarines  are  authority  for  the  statement  that 
under  the  programme  provided  by  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs 
for  the  construction  of  eight  submarines  the  cost  of  the  vessels  per 
ton  will  be  $1,286,  while  the  average  cost  of  battle  ships  per  ton  is 
only  about  $425. 

Furthermore,  they  point  out  that  the  cost  of  submarines  to  the 
Government  is  constantly  increasing  each  year,  despite  the  fact  that 
as  far  back  as  1902  Rear- Admiral  Bowles  testified  before  the  com- 
mittee that  they  ought  to  be  buil t  for  not  more  than  $745.45  a  ton. 

An  investigation  of  the  cost  of  submarines  to  the  Government  shows 
that  on  April  30,  1907,  the  Electric  Boat  Company  bid  for  four  sub- 
marines of  274  tons  displacement  of  the  Octopus  type  $313,000  each, 
while  for  three  of  340  tons  displacement,  same  type,  the  bid  was 
$382,000  each;  in  all,  2,116  tons  for  $3,398,000,  or  $1,133  a  ton.  The 
Navy  Department  cut  this  price  of  the  274-ton  class  to  $285,000  each 
and  the  340-ton  class  to  $360,000  each,  and  contracted  with  the  com- 
pany for  2,1 16  tons  of  the  Octopus  type  at  $2,220,000,  or  $1,049  a  ton. 

In  the  present  Congress  the  Department  recommended  the  con- 
struction of  four  submarines  of  the  Octopus  type  at  $380,000  each 
This  meant  an  expenditure  of  $1,520,000  for  1,360'  tons,  or  $1,117  a 
ton.  The  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  has  recommended  eight 
Octopus  submarines  for  $3,500,000,  or  2,770  tons  at  $1,286  a  ton. 
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Figured  upon  the  basis  of  the  1907  bid  price  and  contract  per  ton, 
it  is  proposed  by  the  committee  to  pay  to  the  Electric  Boat  Company 
for  the  eight  submarines  in  the  1908  programme  $644,640  more  than 
the  contract  price  for  the  ft07  Octojms  class,  or  $416,160  more  than 
the  bid  price  of  the  company  in  1907  for  the  same  class,  or  $459,680 
more  than  the  Department  rate  of  cost  in  its  recommendations  to 
Congress. 

From  this  showing  it  can  readily  be  seen  that  the  programme  of 
the  House  committee  at  this  session  proposes  to  pay  at  least' $1,286 
a  ton  for  the  submarine  against  the  reasonable  price  named  by  Mr. 
Bowles  of  $745.45  per  ton,  or  $1,476,296.60  more  than  the  present 
builder  said  they  were  worth  when  he  testified  before  the  committee 
in  1902. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  stated,  the  average  cost  of  a  battle  ship  now 
with  the  fleet  in  the  Pacific  has  been  only  about  $425  a  ton.  The 
friends  of  the  Navy  fail  to  see  any  argument  of  economy  in  these 
figures,  and  declare  that  the  reasons  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
wno  assign  economy  as  the  reason  for  voting  for  submarines  as  against 
battle  ships  is  based  on  a  wrong  conception  of  the  real  facts  m  the 
case. 


[Scientific  American  Supplement,  Marchf21,2l908.\ 

THE  KELATI0N  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  TO  THE  DEVELOPMENT 
OF  SUBMARINE  VESSELS. 

[In  publishing  the  following  letter  from  Mr.  R.  G.  Skerrett  the  editor  disclaims  all 
responsibility  for  the  statements  made.  On  account  of  the  ereat  length  of  the  letter, 
we  nave  decided  to  publish  it  in  two  issues.  The  second  half  will  appear  in  the  next 
issue.] 

To  ike  editor  of  ike  Scientific  American  Supplement: 

The  departure  of  the  battle-ship  fleet  has  left  the  Atlantic  seaboard 
sorely  crippled  so  far  as  the  mobile  defense  of  heavy  fighting  ships  is 
concerned.  Should  circumstances  develop  threatening  nostifities,  the 
cities  of  the  eastern  coast  could  readily  be  laid  under  tribute  or 
reduced  to  ashes  by  any  one  of  the  principal  foreign  powers.  This 
fact  has  called  forth  earnest  protest  and  has  given  occasion  for  a 
determined  move  to  effect  legislation  providing  for  a  large  number 
of  submarine  boats  in  lieu  of  the  regular  departmental  recommenda- 
tion for  four  first-class  battle  ships  and  only  four  submarine  vessels. 

Setting  aside  the  unwisdom  of  substituting  submarines  for  battle 
ships,  the  present  effort  to  secure  an  increased  provision  for  under- 
water craft  could  well  be  justified  if  the  bill  had  not  been  drawn  in  a 
restrictive  manner  for  the  promotion  of  a  single  type  of  boat.  This 
is  not  in  keeping  with  technical  advance,  nor  does  it  make  for  the 
nation's  security  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  state  of  the  art  in  its  widest 
developments. 

The  present  appropriation  bill  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Naval  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives  reads  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  contract  for  eight 
submarine  torpedo  boats,  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate  13,600,000,  and 
the  sum  of  $1,000,000  ia  hereby  appropriated  toward  such  purpose,  and  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Prowled,  That  all  said  boats  shall  be  of  the  same  type  here- 
tofore determined  to  be  the  superior  as  the  result  of  the  comparative  tests  held  under 
the  provision  of  the  naval  appropriation  act  approved  June  29,  1906,  and  March  2, 
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1907,  unlees  on  or  before  October  1, 1906,  a  submarine  boat  of  different  tyye  and  of  id  ' 
aae  for  naval  warfare  shall  have  been  constructed  and  submitted  to  the  Navy  Denvfr 
ment  for  like  trial  and  by  such  like  trial  by  said  Department  demonstrated  to  be  Ml 
inferior  to  the  best  submarine  torpedo  boat  in  th#  competitive  competition  ato* 
referred  to. 

Apart  from  specifically  providing  for  only  boats  of  the  diving  type 
like  that  of  the  Octopus,  tne  vessel  indirectly  described  in  the  above 
draft,  the  indulgence  offered  a  possible  competitor  is  so  limited  as  to 
make  it  prohibitive.  The  Octopus  was  contracted  for  March  6, 1905, 
and  was  to  be  delivered  to  the  Government  by  September  6,  1906. 
The  vessel  was  not  launched  until  October  4,  1906;  she  was  not  ready 
for  acceptance  test  until  April  of  1907 — assuming  that  she  had  then 
been  submitted  for  acceptance  trial  instead  of  the  competitive  tests 
which  took  place  at  that  time — and  the  vessel  is  still  undergoing 
repairs  and  has  not  been  finally  accepted  by  the  Government.  If  a 
rival  craft  must  meet  the  accomplishments  of  the  Octopus,  it  is  hardly 
to  be  expected  that  a  full-sized  vessel  fit  for  naval  warfare  could  lie 
built  and  ready  for  official  examination  between  the  passage  of  the 
foregoing  bill  and  the  1st  of  October  of  the  present  year.  It  was  the 
manifest  spirit  of  unfairness  to  the  American  inventor  of  the  foregoing 
Congressional  provision  which  provoked  the  Hon.  George  L.  Ldlley,  or 
Connecticut,  to  demand  the  present  investigation. 

That  the  United  States  Government  has  not  been  unmindful  of  the 
submarine  boat  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  we  have  built  or  building 
to-day  no  fewer  than  19  submarines,  representing  a  continuous 
encouragement  to  the  development  of  a  particular  type  of  such  boats 
during  a  period  of  thirteen  years,  and  involving  the  expenditure  and 
obligation  of  nearly  $4,500,000.  This  sum  does  not  represent  the 
half  million  more  spent  in  repairs,  salvage,  administration,  and  the 
vitally  necessary  modifications  demanded  after  experiments. 

The  taxpayers  of  the  country  have  a  right  to  know  if  this  sub- 
stantial bounty  of  nearly  $5,000,000  has  brought  a  corresponding 
measure  of  national  security  against  the  day  of  possible  need.  The 
public  has  a  right  to  know  if  all  of  the  sources  of  native  skill  have 
been  drawn  upon  in  this  developmental  work  pursued  by  the  Govern- 
ment. And  the  people  have  a  right  to  ask,  "Have  we  secured  the 
best  to  be  had  for  the  prices  paid?" 

It  has  been  shown  by  competent  authorities  in  their  testimony 
before  Congressional  committees  that  the  prices  paid  for  the  sub- 
marines now  in  the  United  States  Navy  were  out  or  all  reason  unless 
the  cost  of  development  had  been  borne  by  their  builders.  This  is  the 
crucial  point  of  tne  whole  question,  because  official  testimonv  shows 
that  the  prices  paid  were  nearly  double  the  cost  of  construction  plus 
a  handsome  profit. 

DID    THE    DESIGNERS    AN1>    BUILDERS    PAT    FOR    THEIR    OWN    EXPERI- 
MENTATION? 

In  1895  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company  was  awarded 
a  contract  for  one  submarine  boat,  later  known  as  the  Plunger. 
Speaking  of  that  vessel,  Mr.  Charles  E.  Creecy,  on  behalf  of  the  John  P. 
Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  testified  on  June  11, 1901,  as  follows: 

When  we  got  to  the  Navy  Department,  the  Secretary  determined  to  put  us  in  co 
petition.    We  had  nothing  hut  plans,  and  nobody  else  had  anything  bat  plans. 
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It  is  not  vital  to  the  present  issue  to  go  into  the  details  of  construc- 
tion of  that  impracticable  craft.  It  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  those 
interested  have  stated  that  the  real  cause  of  the  boat's  failure  was  due 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  Navy  Department  interfered  with  the 
original  design  and  insisted  upon  an  installation  of  steam  machinery 
ana  other  features  not  contemplated  by  Mr.  Holland.  Rear-Admiral 
George  W.  Melville,  in  his  evidence  before  Congress  in  Mav  of  1902, 
has  stamped  that  charge  as  absolutely  false;  and  the  author  has  in 
his  possession  plans  sent  him  by  Mr.  Holland  bearing  date  of  June  12, 
1893 — a  week  prior  to  the  opening  of  bids  at  the  Navy  Department— 
in  which  a  steam  boiler  and  other  features  are  shown,  since  charged 
to  governmental  interference. 

Kear-Admiral  Melville  further  testified  that  the  board  on  construc- 
tion, of  which  he  was  a  member,  were  unanimous  in  their  belief  that 
the  design  presented  by  Mr.  Holland  would  never  produce  a  successful 
boat;  but  ne  urged  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  then  Mr.  Herbert,  to 
awaitl  a  contract  to  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company  on 
the  ground  that  Congress  had  provided  the  money  for  experimental 
purposes,  and  th&t  omy  by  carrying  out  the  intent  of  Congress  would 
they  be  able  to  prove  or  disprove  the  practicability  of  the  proposed 
craft.    That  was  the  beginning  of  Governmental  experimentation. 

As  the  Plunger  progressed  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat 
Company  was  paid  successive  installments  of  the  contract  price,  and 
these  part  payments  not  only  constituted  reimbursement  for  the  cost 
of  construction,  but  included  the  profit  the  contractors  expected  to 
make.  After  more  than  five  years  of  delayed  construction— during 
which  time  the  boat  had  served  the  profitable  commercial  end  of  stock 
selling  and  advertising — she  was  utterly  abandoned,  and  the  money 
paid  out  by  the  Government  was  in  effect  refunded.  But  this  refund- 
ing had  a  string  to  it.  The  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
imposed  as  a  condition  that  it  should  receive  a  new  contract  for  a  vessel 
of  later  design  but  of  about  half  of  the  promised  accomplishments  of 
the  original  Plunger  and  at  a  cost  of  $20,000  more.  By  this  arrange- 
ment, tne  interest  on  the  ninety-odd  thousand  dollars  paid  out  during 
that  time  went  as  so  much  profit  to  the  Holland  Company,  and  not  a 
word  was  said  about  paying  to  the  Government  the  $80,000  in  penal- 
ties due  for  delay  which  had  accrued  against  the  Plunger  during  the 
five  years  of  her  building.  By  the  contract,  the  Plunger  was  to  nave 
been  completed  within  twelve  months  from  the  date  her  contract 
was  signed. 

In  1896  the  Holland  interest  secured  the  passage  of  a  bill  providing 
for  the  construction  of  two  boats  of  Holland  design,  in  case  the 
Plunaer  should  prove  a  success;  but  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
that  bill  the  keel  of  the  Plunger  had  not  even  been  laid.  The  John  P. 
Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company  recognized  that  it  could  not  hope 
to  profit  by  that  appropriation  if  the  Plunger  were  to  be  depended 
upon  to  that  end,  and  accordingly,  later  in  1896,  they  began  the  con- 
struction of  that  modest  little  craft  since  known  as  the  Holland. 

It  was  not  until  1898,  however,  that  this  small  boat  was  able  to 
maneuver  with  the  required  measure  of  certainty  and  security,  and 
it  was  not  until  1899  that  she  was  able  to  meet  the  indulgent  require- 
ments outlined  by  the  Department  with  due  regard  to  the  modest 
possibilities  of  that  particular  vessel. 
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This  is  what  Mr.  E.  B.  Frost,  then  secretary  of  the  company,  has 
said  regarding  the  reasons  for  building  the  Holland.  His  letter  is 
dated  April  28,  1900,  and  was  addressed  to  the  Hon.  Eugene  Hale, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs: 

The  company  found,  after  a  year's  work  upon  the  Plunger,  that  she  could  not  be 
made  to  bring  out  the  highest  developments  of  the  art,  and  therefore  determined  to 
build  the  Holland  at  its  own  expense,  which  embodies  the  inventor's  most  advanced 
ideas.  The  success  of  the  Holland  has  shown  the  wisdom  of  the  company  in  this 
respect. 

"The  highest  developments  of  the  art"  was  submitted  to  the  Navy 
Department  in  1898  for  official  examination,  but  the  vessel  failed  to 
meet  the  Department's  requirements,  modest  as  they  were.  After 
a  year's  delay,  during  which  time  persistent  efforts  were  made  to 
improve  the  vessel's  performances,  the  Holland  was  again  submitted 
for  test,  and  under  date  of  November  9,  1899,  a  board  of  naval  officers 
reported  upon  the  result  of  that  examination.  The  following  tabular 
statement  will  show  how  much  the  inventor's  ideas  had  really 
advanced  in  six  years: 


1893— original 
Plunger. 


Realised 
1889-HolUnd. 


Displacement  submerged 138.5  tons. 

Propelled  by 3     


Speed  when  light . 

Speed  "awash" 

Speed  when  submerged 

Time  to  submerge  completely  from  light  condition. 

Number  of  torpedo  tubes 

Provision  for  escape  of  crew 


15    knots. 
14    knots. 

8    knots. 

1    minute. 

2 
Some. 


74 

1 

5.3  knots. 

4.73  knots. 

4      knots. 
16     minutes. 

1 
None. 


Upon  the  basis  of  total  submerged  displacement — $150,000  being 
the  contract  price  for  the  Plunger  as  well  as  the  purchase  price  of  the 
Holland — the  Plunger  was  to  cost  $1,083  a  ton.  while  tne  Holland 
actually  cost  not  less  than  $2,027  a  ton.  As  tne  table  shows,  the 
Government  paid  a  very  tidy  figure  for  "  the  inventor's  most  advanced 
ideas."  In  further  proof  of  what  this  means,  Secretary  Long,  under 
date  of  February  28,  1899,  sent  the  Hon.  Eugene  Hale  the  following 
illuminating  statement: 

Although  smaller,  the  Holland  is  less  complex  in  her  machinery  and  is  constructed 
according  to  plans  involving  less  expense  than  those  upon  which  the  Plunger  was  built. 

Rear-Admiral  George  W.  Melville,  U.  S.  Navy,  has  testified  that 
$70,000  was  a  reasonable  maximum  cost  for  the  Holland;  and  Mr. 
Francis  T.  Bowles — now  president  of  the  Fore  River  Shipbuilding 
Company — when  chief  constructor  of  the  United  States  Navy, 
stated. 

My  calculations  show  that  a  reasonable  cost,  with  a  handsome  profit  to  the  con- 
tractor for  the  boats  now  building  (Adder  and  class  of  122  tons  submerged  displace- 
ment) would  be  $89,459. 

The  Adder  class  cost  the  Government  $170,000  each.  It  will  thus 
be  seen  that  the  Government  has  paid  more  than  double  the  cost 
plus  a  handsome  profit — for  the  Holland  and  the  boats  of  the  Adder 
class,  and  that  despite  the  fact  that  the  money  provided  for  the 
Plunger  had  afforded  facilities  for  the  development  of  the  inventions 
incorporated  in  the  succeeding  boats.  This  acknowledgment  of 
indebtedness  to  governmental  bounty  has  been  subscribed  to  no  lees 
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than  tliree  times  by  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
under  seal,  and  the  specific  language  of  that  admission  reads  as  follows 
and  bears  upon  the  question  or  possible  purchase  by  the  Government 
of  the  Holland  company's  patent  rights: 

' '  In  assessing  the  value  of  such  rights  said  board  shall  take  into  consideration  not 
only  the  value  of  the  property  but  also  the  fact  that  the  United  States  has  afforded 
facilities  for  the  development  of  the  inventions  covered  by  such  rights  by  the  appro- 
priation of  money  to  build  the  Plunger; 

In  March  of  1899,  eight  months  before  the  Holland  was  tried  by  the 
naval  board,  her  promoters  secured  the  passage  of  a  bill  providing 
for  the  construction  of  two  boats  similar  to  the  Holland.  In  June  of  the 
following  year  further  legislation  for  five  boats  of  the  Holland  type  was 
similarly  obtained,  and  by  the  language  of  the  bill  it  was  made  manda- 
tory that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  snould  contract  for  those  vessels ; 
and  it  was  by  reason  of  the  laws  of  1899  and  1900  that  the  Holland 
was  purchased  and  seven  other  boats  of  the  Adder  class  ordered,  one 
of  which,  the  Plunger,  was  to  take  the  place  of  the  original  boat  of 
that  name  which  had  been  abandoned  unfinished.  By  the  terms  of 
the  contracts  these  seven  new  boats  were  to  be  delivered  within  periods 
varying  from  eight  to  eleven  months  from  the  dates  of  their  contract- 
making  a  total  aggregate  of  working  time  amounting  to  sixty-six 
months.  In  excess  of  this  constructional  period,  there  was  an  aggre- 
gate delay  in  delivery  of  all  of  these  boats  of  one  hundred  and  sixty-nve 
months,  representing  penalties  incurred  amounting  to  nearly  $310,000, 
not  one  cent  of  which  was  ever  imposed  or  collected,  so  indulgent 
was  the  Government  in  this  matter.  By  far  the  longest  delays 
incurred  were  those  due  to  the  final  adjustment  of  the  vessels  in 
preparation  for  their  official  trials — and  in  most  cases  these  delays 
covered  periods  of  eighteen  months  or  more  after  the  Government 
had  made  four-fifths  of  the  payments  due  under  the  contracts.  Mr. 
Isaac  Rice,  president  of  the  company,  has  explained  in  a  fashion 
how  some  or  this  delay  was  incurred;  and  he  tells  us,  in  substance, 
that  even  before  his  company  had  secured  the  contracts  for  the  seven 
boats  in  1900  they  began  to  build  the  Fulton  as  an  experimental  craft. 
This  is  what  he  has  said  further: 

The  Fulton  was  an  experiment,  and  ae  changes  have  proved  themselves  on  her 
from  time  to  time  we  tore  things  out  and  put  otner  thingB  in  and  gave  the  Govern- 
ment the  benefit  of  that  without  one  cent  of  charge. 

If  the  Fulton  was  an  experiment,  then  the  entire  group  of  boats 
of  the  Adder  class  contracted  for  in  1900  were  also  experiments  for 
which  the  Government  was  to  pay;  and  the  prime  object  in  building 
the  Fulton  was  to  find  out  possible  errors  by  building  first  one  boat 
instead  of  multiplying  the  mistakes  simultaneously  on  seven.  It  is 
perfectly  plain  that  up  to  the  time  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo 
Boat  Company  secured  the  contracts  for  the  boats  in  1900  it  had  no 
sufficient  guarantee  of  experience  to  warrant  the  claims  and  prom- 
ises advanced  under  the  terms  of  those  contracts.  Mr.  Rice  has  fur- 
ther said  in  his  testimony  before  Congress,  in  1902: 

The  performance  of  ^the  Fulton  was  somethingTbeyond 'anything  that  was  ever 
expected.  "  * 

As  the  record  of  the  Fulton  shows  her  to  have  fallen  behind  the 
contract  requirements  of  the  Adder  and  class,  and  remembering  that 
Mr.  Lewis  Nixon,  on  behalf  of  the  Holland  Company — after  the 
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Fulton  had  been  "proved"  by  her  builders — asked  for  a  material 
reduction  in  the  speed  requirements  of  the  boats  of  the  Adder  das 
then  building,  one  can  reasonably  ask  what  did  the  Holland  Com- 
pany expect  to  produce  when  it  made  its  promises  in  19001 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  United  States  Government  from  the 
very  beginning  was  footing  the  bill  for  the  Holland  Company's  experi- 
ments, and  further  that  the  national  purse  was  being  taxed  Teiy 
heavily  to  provide  a  profit  for  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat 
Company. 

(To  be  continued.) 


[Scientific  American  Supplement,  March  28,  1908.] 

THE  BELATIOH  OP  THB  OOVEBVMEIT  TO  TEE  DEVELOPMENT 
OP  SUBMAMHE  VESSELS— IL 

[In  publishing  the  following  letter  from  Mr.  R.  G.  Skerrett,  the  editor  disclaims  all 
responsibility  for  the  statement*  made.] 

ARE  THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  IN  ANY  WAY  EXCLUSIVELY  SECURED 
FOR  THE  HEAVY  DRAIN  UPON  THEIR  PURSE  FOR  THIS  EXPERIMENTAL 
WORK? 

Early  in  January  of  1901  the  John  P.  Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany addressed  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  regarding  additional  legislation  in 
the  following  manner: 

The  company  has  spent  about  $1,000,000  in  developing  the  submarine  boat,  an 
invention  tnat  is  of  no  benefit  commercially  to  anyone,  and  can  only  be  used  in  the 
defense  of  the  harbors  and  coasts  of  the  United  States.  It  has  a  trained  body  of  engi- 
neers, electricians,  officers  and  crew,  that  have  for  years  been  in  the  service  of  the 
company  at  the  company's  expense  studying  and  perfecting  work  that  is  only  useful 
to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

P*,  Rear-Admiral  George  W.  Melville,  U.  S.  Navy,  in  his  testimony 
before  the  Naval  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  statea 
that  the  five  Holland  submarines  originally  ordered  by  the  British 
Admiralty  were  contracted  for  in  the  fall  of  1900 — prior  to  the  date 
of  the  foregoing  letter. 

A  considerable  measure  of  further  enlightenment  regarding  the 
degree  of  patriotism  of  this  company  can  be  gathered  from  the  writ- 
ings of  Sir  William  II.  White,  K.  C.  B.,  formerly  chief  constructor 
of  the  British  navy.  Sir  William  had  this  to  say  in  one  of  his  con- 
tributions to  the  London  Times  in  1905: 

It  may  be  worth  stating,  although  the  facts  should  be  obvious  and  the  statement 
involves  no  breach  of  official  confidence,  that  everything  done  in  France  and  the 
United  States  from  1895  onward  in  connection  with  submarine  construction  was 
thoroughly  well  known  and  carefully  considered  by  the  Admiralty  at  the  time.  French 
experience,  of  course,  could  not  be  made  available,  and  it  was  a  fortunate  circumstance 
that  at  the  critical  moment  the  Holland  Company  came  forward,  placing  the  Brhkh 
navy  in  a  position  to  benefit  by  their  experience  and  information. 

The  Admiralty  thus  insured  success  m  preliminary  orders  for  submarine  vessels, 
because  they  acquired  the  accumulated  experience  of  the  Holland  Company  and  of 
Mr.  Holland  himself,  with  a  guaranty  that  further  improvements  made  in  the  United 
States  during  the  continuance  of  the  agreement  should  be  placed  at  their  di>TKw%l 
through  Messrs.  Vickers. 
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HAVE  ALL  CREDITABLE  SOURCES  BEEN  DRAWN  UPON  IN  DEVELOPING 
THE   SUBMARINE   VESSELS   FOR   THE   UNITED   STATES   NAVY? 

Up  to  and  inclusive  of  1901  the  Navy  Department  had  not  asked 
Congress  to  legislate  for  more  vessels  of  that  sort.  The  acts  of  1896, 
1899,  and  1900  were  the  result  of  promotive  influences  exerted  upon 
Congress.  The  Navy  Department  was  waiting  to  see  how  the  original 
Plunger,  contracted  for  m  1895,  wouldperform  when  finished.     In 

1901,  while  the  Navy  had  proof  of  the  Holland  Company's  skill  only 
in  the  very  modest  performance  of  the  little  Holland,  the  promoters 
of  that  boat  were  Busy  in  Congress  endeavoring  to  secure  further 
legislation  for  a  large  number  of  vessels  of  that  particular  type. 
About  this  time  the  attention  of  the  Navy  Department  was  called 
to  the  possibilities  of  another  type  of  submarine  vessel,  and  so  im- 
pressed were  the  officials  of  the  Department  with  the  merits  of  this 
new  design — then  having  under  advisement  a  letter  from  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives  regarding  the  advisability  of  ordering  more  Holland  boats — 
that  the  board  of  naval  officers  responded  in  part  as  follows: 

Should  Congress  see  fit  to  authorize  any  more  submarine  boats,  the  Board  is  of  the 
opinion  that  no  special  type  should  be  specified,  but  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
should  be  given  discretion  to  contract  for  such  boats  as  in  his  judgment  are  likely  to 
prove  the  most  efficient  and  best  suited  for  naval  purposes,  thus  opening  up  compe- 
tition and  giving  other  inventors  a  chance. 

This  attitude  on  the  part  of  the  Department  and  the  advent  of 
another  type  of  boat  prevented  legislation  for  the  Holland  Company 
in  1901. 

The  promoters  of  the  new  type  of  boat,  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat 
Company,  of  Bridgeport,  Conn.,  confided  in  the  verbal  assurances  of 
departmental  officials  that  should  the  company  build  a  boat  at  its 
own  expense  and  submit  it  to  the  Government  for  test,  the  Navy 
Department  would  be  only  too  glad  to  give  it  a  careful  and  serious 
examination  with  a  view  to  possible  purchase.  This  company  of 
enterprising  men — so  much  faith  had  it  in  Mr.  Simon  Lake's  boat — 
went  down  into  its  pocket  and  began  the  construction  of  a  vessel 
representing  an  outlay  of  probably  $200,000.  There  was  no  helping 
hand  from  the  Government  in  this  case.     On  the  1st  of  November, 

1902,  the  boat  was  launched,  and  within  eighteen  months  from  the 
date  her  keel  was  laid  she  was  ready  and  running — an  example  of 
successful  expedition  unecjualed  by  the  record  of  any 'of  the  subma- 
rines yet  built  for  the  Urn  ted  States  Navy.  Early  in  1903  the  boat 
was  ready,  and  the  Navy  Department  was  so  advised. 

The  Holland  Company  was  not  disposed  to  allow  this  new  rival  to 
walk  into  the  field  of  submarine  construction  and  to  secure  recogni- 
tion without  making  a  stiff  fight  to  retain  exclusive  patronage. 
Accordingly,  in  1902,  the  Holland  Company  sought  to  secure  an 
appropriation  for  additional  boats  of  its  own  particular  type.  Its 
enorts  brought  matters  to  a  climax  in  Congress  and  resulted  in  hear- 
ings before  tne  Naval  Committee  that  are  nill  of  enlightening  details. 
No  appropriation  was  passed  for  submarines  during  that  session,  the 
testimony  before  the  Naval  Committees  being  distinctly  discouraging 
to  any  further  partisan  legislation.  The  chief  constructor,  then  Mr. 
Francis  T.  Bowles,  going  on  record  as  opposed  to  appropriating 
money  for  any  particular  type,  further  recommended  that  not  more 
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than  one  boat  should  be  ordered  from  any  competing  builder  of  sob- 
marine  vessels,  Mr.  Bowles's  whole  contention  being  inspired  by 
what  he  considered  the  best  interests  of  the  Government  and  the 
advancement  of  the  art. 

In  March  of  1903  Congress  passed  a  bill  appropriating  $500,000 
and  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  purchase  subsurface  or 
submarine  boats  after  due  competitive  tests  with  the  submarines 
then  in  the  Navy — the  Adder  and  Moccasin,  built  by  the  Holland 
Company,  having  been  finished  and  placed  in  commission  at  New- 
port, R.  I. 

Such  was  the  state  of  affairs  when  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company 
tendered  its  boat  to  the  Navr  Department,  under  date  of  June  1, 1903, 
for  competitive  test,  agreeable  to  the  law,  with  the  boats  then  in  the 
Navy,  and  in  commission  at  Newport.  The  Holland  Company 
objected  to  this  on  the  score  that  it  had  overhauled  and  modified  its 
former  test  boat,  the  Fulton,  and  requested  the  indulgence  of  a  delay 
until  some  time  in  September,  when  it  hoped  to  have  the  Futiv* 
ready  for  official  examination.  There  were  successive  delays,  and  the 
Fulton  was  not  actually  submitted  for  test  until  the  latter  part  of  May 
of  1904.  The  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  which  had  not  had  the 
benefit  of  governmental  aid  and  which  was  bearing  all  the  while  a 
burden  of  expense  due  to  postponement  of  trials,  grew  impatient 
over  these  delays,  and  again  besought  the  Department  to  allow  the 
competitive  trials  to  proceed  with  one  of  the  rival  type  of  the  Adder 
class.  In  response  to  the  insistence  of  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany, the  matter  was  referred  to  Capt.  C.  J.  Train,  U.  S.  Navy,  senior 
member  of  the  board  of  inspection  and  survey,  who  had  learned  of  i 
the  performances  of  the  Protector.  Congressman  E.  J.  Hill,  of  Con-  ! 
necticut,  is  responsible  for  our  knowledge  of  what  took  place  between 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  Captain  Train.  Mr.  Hill  said  to  the  I 
Secretary  and  Captain  Train: 

Gentlemen,  I  ask  you  now  to  cany  out  thejspirit  of  the^legislation  of  last  year  snd 
put  a  Government  boat  in  this  competition;  you  have^six  of  them.  Captain  Tnia 
replied  to  me:  "It  is  absolutely  useless;  I  am  ready  to  admit  now  that  the  Profedcr 
outclasses  anything  which  the  Government  has.'" 

The  Holland  Company  began  with  the  Plunger,  and,  as  Mr.  Creecv 
has  said,  it  had  nothing  to  snow  but  plans.     That  vessel  was  a  fail-  I 
ure.     The  Holland  Company  next  built  the  Holland,  which  repre- 
sented "the  inventor's  most  advanced  ideas,"  and  we  have  alreadj 
seen  how  far  she  came  from  realizing  the  achievements  promised  for 
the  Plunger.     The   Government  bought  the   Holland  and   ordered 
seven  larger  boats  of  the  Adder  class,  paying  for  the  Holland  Com-  j 
pany's  experimenting  by  a  substantial  encouragement  amounting  to  ! 
$1,190,000.     On  the  other  hand,  at  its  own  expense,  the  Lake  Tor-  i 
pedo  Boat  Company  built  the  Protector,  and  in  its  first  vessel  sur- 
passed, so  Captain  Train  admitted,  anything  yet  realized  by  its  busi- 
ness rival.     Growing  utterly  weary  of  continual  postponements  and 
failure  to  have  its  boat  tried  out  m  the  manner  provided  for  by  the 
law  of  1903,  this  enterprising  firm  sold  the  Protector  to  Russia,  and 
upon  the  performance  of  that  craft  in  the  Baltic  five  more  of  the  same 
sort  were  ordered  at  once  and  a  short  while  afterwards — the  vessel 
continuing  to  win  official  approval — still  more  of  far  greater  dis- 
placement and  military  possibilities  were  contracted  for. 
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In  1904  Congress  again  offered  encouragement  to  open  competi- 
tion, and  raised  the  appropriation  of  the  year  preceding  by  $350,000 — 
making  the  total  sum  available  $850,000. 

It  was  not  until  after  it  became  known  that  the  Protector  was  dis- 
mantled and  would  probably  not  be  again  ready  for  trial  before  the 
fall  of  1904 — she  was  really  being  got  ready  for  shipment  abroad — 
that  the  Holland  Company  notified  the  Navy  Department  that  it 
would  submit  the  Fulton  for  test  some  time  in  May.  Accordingly 
the  Fulton  was  tried  out  at  Newport  during  the  last  days  of  May  and 
the  early  part  of  June,  and,  while  her  speea  performances  showed  her 
to  be  interior  to  her  sister  boats  of  the  Adder  class,  still,  because  of 
certain  minor  modifications,  the  board  reported  her  to  be  on  the 
whole  an  improvement  upon  her  classmates;  and  while  not  recom- 
mending the  purchase  of  the  Fulton,  it  did  recommend  the  ordering 
of  larger  boats  which  were  to  be  improvements  upon*  this  latter  ves- 
sel. These  new  boats  were  to  be  experimental  and  the  Government 
was  to  pay  the  cost.  " 

As  soon  as  the  Protector  had  been  sold  to  Russia,  the  Lake  Torpedo 
Boat  Company  began  the  construction  of  an  improved  Protector, 
which  it  notified  the  Department  would  be  duly  submitted  for  official 
test  agreeably  to  the  act  of  1904.     Here  again  there  was  trouble. 

Although  the  Protector  had  been  officially  acknowledged  by  Cap- 
tain Train  to  be  superior  to  the  Adder  class,  and  there  was  every 
reason  to  warrant  the  belief  that  the  later  Lake  boat  would  improve 
upon  her  predecessor,  still  the  Navy  Department  showed  no  real 
disposition  to  give  this  second  evidence  or  enterprise  the  reasonable 
indulgence  in  time  that'  an  undertaking  of  this  sort  warranted — 
although  the  rival  company  had  been  given  eleven  months 'in  which 
to  perfect  its  boat  after  the  Lake  Company  had  pronounced  the 
Protector  ready. 

As  we  have  seen,  all  of  the  boats  of  the  Adder  class  were  many 
months  behind  the  promised  dates  of  their  delivery  to  the  Govern- 
ment, yet  this  second  boat  offered  b;p  the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Com- 
pany was  built,  launched,  and  running  within  seven  months  from 
the  day  her  keel  was'  laid.  This  vessel,  commonlv  known  as  the 
Simon  Lake  X,  was  built  at  Newport  News,  Va.  The  Department 
declined  to  test  the  vessel  in  the  nearby  waters  of  the  Chesapeake, 
and  insisted  that  the  boat  should  be  tried  in  the  waters  of  Narra- 
gansett  Bay,  which  was  then  full  of  ice  and  would  probably  not  per- 
mit of  the  proper  trial  of  the  vessel  before  some  time  in  April — meaning 
a  delay  of  two  months  or  more.  Again,  the  Lake  Company  had  a 
ready  market  for  its  vessel,  and  the  boat  was  sold  to  Russia  without 
further  delay. 

The  Holland  interests  secured  orders  for  four  boats  under  the  com- 
bined appropriations  of  1903  and  1904}  and  one  of  these  vessels,  the 
Octopus — the  largest  and  best — is  still  m  her  builders'  hands  because 
of  a  mechanical  breakdown  during  the  time  of  her  acceptance  trials 
last  summer. 

In  1906  Congress  again  appropriated  for  submarine  boats  and  pro- 
vided $500,000  for  that  purpose,  limiting  the  time  in  which  boats 
could  be  submitted  under  that  law  to  a  period  not  exceeding  nine 
months  from  the  date  of  thepassage  of  the  act.  Agreeably  to  that  law, 
the  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company  notified  the  Navy  Department 
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that  it  would  submit  for  trial  a  third  boat,  the  Lake,  which  had  tea 
built  by  this  concern  at  its  own  expense.    The  Department  tba 
appointed  a  board  for  the  purpose  of  prescibing  a  general j»rogranuBt 
for  competitive  tests  and  purchase  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of    1906.     This  board,  for  some  reason  that  has  sever  bea 
explained — even  though  the  Department  had  been  notified  ef  the 
readiness  of  the  Lake — set  February  18,  1907,  as  the  time  and  Nana* 
gansett  Bay  as  the  place  for  trials,  regretting  incidentally  that  the 
tests  must  be  completed  by  March  29,  1907,  because  the  climate  r 
Narragansett  Bay  in  February  is  very  severe. 

In  March  of  1907  another  act  was  passed  extending  the  tame  ef 
test  period  and  authorizing  a  total  appropriation  of  $3,000,000.  In 
this  case,  however,  the  act  was  passed  in  such  form  that  the  wording 
became  virtually  partisan  legislation.  The  Octopus,  the  biggest  « 
the  Holland  boats  then  under  construction  at  the  Government's 
expense,  and  nearing  her  tardy  completion,  was  made  the  standard, 
and  the  act  read  as  follows: 

No  part  of  this  appropriation  to  be  expended  for  any  boat  that  does  not  in  such  test 
prove  to  be  equal,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  to  the  best  boat  mm 
owned  by  the  United  States  or  under  contract  therefor,  and  no  penalties  under  thif 
limitation  shall  be  imposed  by  reason  of  any  delay  in  the  delivery  of  said  boatjdue  to 
the  submission  or  participation  in  the  comparative  trials  aforesaid. 

This  act  completely  changed  the  spirit  of  the  law  of  1906  under  which 
the  Lake  Company  had  submitted  the  Lake  to  the  Navy  Department 
for  test  agreeably  to  that  company's  letter  of  July,  1D06.  The  Lake 
had  not  been  built  to  meet  any  specific  requirements,  and,  naturally, 
being  the  third  boat  the  company  had  built  at  its  own  expense  for  J 
governmental  test,  the  Lake  firm  did  not  strive  for  exceptional  speed, 
which  always  represents  a  corresponding  increase  in  cost.  She  was 
designed,  however,  to  be  a  thoroughly  efficient  instrument  of  war 
and  a  valuable  addition  to  any  naval  service. 

Apart  from  being  guaranteed  against  the  imposition  of  accrued 
penalties  due  to  delayed  construction  of  the  Octopus,  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  was  permitted  to  enter  in  this  contest  a  craft  for 
which  the  United  States  had  borne  the  cost  of  experimental  develop- 
ment; and  to  win,  all  that  the  Electric  Boat  Company  had  to  do 
was  to  make  the  Octopus  live  up  to  the  contract  requirements  under 
which  she  had  been  ordered.  Had  the  standard  of  performance 
been  made  equal  to  results  secured  in  Europe  upon  a  corresponding 
displacement,  the  Electric  Boat  Company  would  have  been  con- 
fronted with  a  task  that  would  not  have  placed  the  Octopus  in  the 
same  favorable  light. 

Naturally,  under  the  circumstances,  the  Lake  could  not  be  expected 
to  make  a  superior  showing;  and  because  of  the  restrictive  wording 
of  the  law  the  major  part  of  the  appropriation  went  to  the  Electric 
Boat  Company  and  seven  boats  were  ordered  from  that  concern. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  however,  was  fully  persuaded  that  the 
boats  of  the  Lake  type  possessed  distinct  merits,  and  he  believed 
that  that  companv  could  produce  vessels  of  high  military  value; 
but  he  felt  obhgea  to  defer  to  the  Attorney-General  for  an  opinion 
regarding  the  Department's  power  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the 
Lake  firm  in  view  of  the  wording  of  the  law  of  1907.  The  Attorney- 
General  decided  that  the  Department  could  so  contract  with  that 
company.     Secretary  Metcalf,  therefore,  has  ordered  a  boat  of  the 
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Lake  type  of  500  tons  displacement,  but  not  one  penny  is  to  be  paid 
until  the  vessel  has  been  finished  and  tried  and  formally  accepted 
by  the  Navy  Department.  Once  again  the  Lake  firm  is  obliged  to 
foot  this  bill  ana  to  embark  upon  a  fourth-  enterprising  venture  to 
secure  governmental  recognition.  This  is  entirely  contrary  to  the 
-character  of  the  contracts  with  the  Electric  Boat  Company,  which 
receives  regular  installments  from  the  Government  as  the  work  on 
its  vessels  proceeds — the  question  of  the  meeting  of  the  contract 
terms  being,  of  course,  undecided  until  the  vessels  have  been  actually 
tried. 

If  the  vessels  of -the  Holland  type  are  all  that  is  claimed  for  them, 
there  should  be  no  need  of  so  wording  the  present  appropriation  bill 
that  the  field  should  be  narrowed  down  to  boats  of  then:  particular 
type;  their  merit  would  speak  for  itself. 

The  inventive  mind  of  America  is  too  fertile  to  be  hedged  in  by 
legislative  prescription,  and  it  is  only  fair  to  native  genius  and  to 
national  security  that  our  money  should  be  allowed  to  produce  for 
us  the  best  instrument  or  means  of  seaboard  defense  that  the  state 
of  the  art  can  provide.  No  sane  student  of  naval  affairs  now  denies 
recognition  to  submarine  craft,  but  he  realizes,  nevertheless,  that  the 
art  is  essentially  a  new  one,  that  it  is  experimental,  and  that  devel- 
opments and  changes  are  likely  to  be  both  rapid  and  radical.  Let 
Congress  recognize  these  facts  and  keep  the  field  open  to  everyone. 

Robert  O.  Skerrett. 

15  William  Street,  New  York,  March  12, 1908. 


[Scientific  American,  March  21, 1908.— Editorial.] 
COMPETITION  Iff  STTBMASINE  CONSTRUCTION. 

The  matter  of  submarine  legislation  has  reached  a  critical  point  in 
this  country,  and  the  letter  on  the  subject,  by  Mr.  R.  G.  Skerrett,  pub- 
lished in  the  current  issue  of  the  Supplement,  calls  for  serious  consid- 
eration alike  in  the  name  of  the  American  inventor,  our  seaboard 
defense,  and  the  general  development  of  the  art  of  submarine  navi- 
gation. Nearly  all  of  the  maritime  nations  of  the  earth  have  given 
practical  recognition  to  submarine  craft.  France  has  gone  tlirough 
all  the  vexations  of  thrashing  out  this  subject,  and  has  paid  a  very 
heavy  price  for  the  lessons  she  has  learned.  Next  in  the  importance 
of  the  work  done  comes  Great  Britain,  and  alter  Great  Britain,  Russia, 
'Italy,  Germany,  Austria,  Norway,  and  Sweden  fall  into  the  order 
named  in  the  respective  importance  of  their  work  in  this  field. 

All  of  these  countries  have  settled  upon  an  even-keel  method  of 
submergence  for  their  latest  boats.  It  should  be  explained  that  the 
"diving"  or  plunging  type,  to  which  the  Holland  boats  belong,  sub- 
merges on  an  inclined  keel,  pointing  nose  downward.  The  submersi- 
ble type,  as  represented  by  the  Lake  boats,  submerges  on  an  even 
keel  by  means  of  hydroplanes.  The  undeniable  trend  in  European 
countries  is  toward  a  sea-keeping  type  of  craft  of  the  "submersible" 
order.  This  is  particularly  true  of  Great  Britain,  which  began  her  sub- 
marine construction  in  1900  by  ordering  five  boats  of  the  Holland 
design,  which  were  duplications  of  the  Adder  class  then  building  for 
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the  United  States  Navy.  These  boats  were  bought  as  a  basis  for 
experiment,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Admiralty  is  authority  for  the 
statement  that,  "even  before  the  first  Holland  submarine  was  launched, 
they  had  already  evolved  and  laid  down  what  is  known  as  the  'A' 
type."  The  accidents  that  followed  among  the  vessels  of  this  class, 
and  especially  the  self-impelled  plunge  of  the  unfortunate  A  8,  led 
the  Admiralty  to  considerably  modity  the  method  of  submergence 
when  they  built  the  boats  of  the  "B"  class.  To  avoid  the  initial 
headlong  plunge  of  the  divine  type,  the  British  Admiralty  fitted 
hydroplanes  on  the  boats  of  the*'vB"  class,  and  were  thus  able  to 
make  the  vessel  submerge  more  nearly  on  an  even  keel.  This  feature 
was  improved  upon  in  the  boats  of  the  "C"  class  that  followed,  and  it 
is  said  that  the  vessels  of  the  "D"  class  will  be  essentially  even- 
keeled  boats.  At  the  same  time,  the  reserve  of  bouvancy  of  the 
British  submarines  'has  been  materially  improved,  and  their  super- 
structures so  increased  as  to  substantially  bring  them  into  the  sub- 
mersible class.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  these  vessels  have  radically 
departed  from  the  Holland  type  of  boats  which  formed  the  basis  for 
their  development,  and  it  is  not  correct  to  liken  the  British  craft  to 
the  Holland  submarines  built  or  building  for  the  United  States  Navy. 

Mr.  Francis  T.  Bowles,  when  chief  constructor  of  the  United  States 
Navy,  gave  much  serious  study  to  the  matter  of  submarine  craft,  and 
he  informed  the  Naval  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in 
1902  that  "most  people  who  studied  the  submarine  boat  held  the 
opinion  that  it  is  better  to  change  levels  while  under  way  by  main- 
taining a  level  keel,  and  that  would  be  by  the  use  of  what  are  called 
hydroplanes."  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  Mr.  Bowles  prophetically 
anticipated  the  opinion  since  confirmed  by  every  European  experi- 
menter in  this  branch  of  naval  architecture. 

Apart  from  the  advantages  of  safety  and  control  thus  secured,  and 
aside  from  the  facility  with  which  this  system  of  control  can  be  mas- 
tered by  men  new  to  the  work,  the  even-keel  submergence  offers  the 
best  lines  for  development  and  increase  of  displacement,  because  the 
vessel's  length  is  not  a  feature  that  affects  the  safety  with  which  the 
boats  may  be  submerged  in  moderate  depths  of  water.  As  subma- 
rine vessels  increase  in  length  and  in  submerged  speed,  the  risk  of 
striking  the  bottom  head-on  grows  if  the  vessel  must  be  made  to  sub- 
merge Dy  plunging  bow  first,  and  every  foot  that  is  added  to  her 
length  increases  the  risk,  even  when  a  change  of  trim  is  made  of  only 
a  few  degrees. 

Congress  has  taken  the  attitude — so  far  as  the  bill  recently  re- 
ported by  the  Naval  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
mav  be  taken  as  an  index — of  favoring  still  further  the  diving  type 
of  boat;  and  this  in  the  face  of  the  unanimous  opinion  in  favor  of 
the  type  which  submerges  on  an  even  keel  which  is  entertained  abroad. 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  time  has  come  to  call  a  halt  in  this  legislative 
adherence  to  one  type,  and  that  it  is  time  that  the  Government  gave 
serious  consideration  to  the  even-keel  type,  which  has  become  stand- 
ard in  European  practice. 

The  submarine  boat  is  even  yet  in  the  early  stages  of  its  develop- 
ment; and  now  that  the  Government  has  entered  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  submarines  on  an  extensive  scale,  we  may  look  for  the  appear- 
ance of  yet  other  competitive  submarine-boat  builders  in  the  American 
market.     It  is  only  lair  to  them  and  to  the  nation  that  all  of  them 
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should  be  given  a  fair  chance  in  assisting  the  country  to  produce 

vessels  equal  to,  if  not  the  superior  of,  those  being  built  abroad. 

Open  competition  will  not  only  reduce  the  cost  per  ton  of  the  boat, 

but  it  will  act  as  a  spur  to  the  inventive  mind,  and  will  fenlist  the 

country's  best  technical  skill  in  a  rivalry  that  must  result  in  national 

benefit. 

I*  We  draw  attention  to  Mr.  Skerrett's  letter  in  the  Supplement  as 

E resenting  the  view  of  one  who  believes  that  the  field  of  competition 
as  not  been  free  from  the  bias  of  partiality.  As  to  how  far  he  proves 
his  case  it  is  not  for  us  to  say,  but  the  letter  is  illuminating,  as  giving 
a  clear  view  of  one  side  of  the  present  submarine  controversy.  The 
facts  of  the  case  are,  however,  in  a  fair  way  to  be  established  by  the 
investigation  now  being  conducted  by  Congress  into  the  charges 
preferred  by  Congressman  Lilley. 


[Harper's  Weekly,  April  4,  1908.] 

THE  INVISIBLE  NAVY. 

By  Robert  G.  Skerrett. 

The  partisans  of  the  submarine  type  of  naval  vessel  have  precipi- 
tated a  pretty  wrangle  in  Congress  by  dropping  two  of  the  four  battle 
ships  recommended  by  the  Navy  Department,  and  substituting  in 
their  stead  an  additional  number  of  under-water  craft.  Apart  from 
raising  a  rumpus  in  the  Capitol,  this  action  has  fostered  widespread 
and  erroneous  ideas  concerning  the  real  value  of  submarine  vessels.. 

Whatever  may  be  the  present  fighting  worth  of  the  submarine 
boat — and  it  has  an  admitted  value — it  would  be  hard  to  find  a  serious- 
minded  student  of  naval  affairs  willing  to  jeopardize  his  reputation 
by  comparing  the  fighting  efficiency  of  the  submarine  to  that  of  the 
modern  battle  ship.  The  battle  ship  and  the  submarine  boat  have 
distinct  fields  of  usefulness,  and  the  standard  of  naval  power  is  now 
and  probably  always  will  be  based  upon  the  number  or  battle  ships 
available.  Should  Congress,  however,  provide  for  more  submarine 
boats,  the  field  should  be  open  to  all  builders  and  inventors  because 
of  the  rapid  developments  tnat  are  taking  place ;  and  it  behooves  the 
American  people  to  know  something  about  the  present  state  of  the 
art  in  this  new  field  of  naval  construction. 

Only  a  few  years  ago  all  under-water  boats  were  called  submarines, 
and  no  effort  was  made  to  indulge  in  precise  distinctions.  This  per- 
sisted until  1897,  when  Monsieur  Laubeuf,  of  the  French  navy,  brought 
out  his  boat,  the  Narval,  which,  by  way  of  designation,  he  termed  a 
"submersible."  His  idea  was  to  characterize  nis  craft  as  a  vessel 
that  might  be  submerged,  but  which  ordinarily  was  to  run  on  the 
surface,  and  to  have  there  much  of  the  outward  appearance  common 
to  the  French  torpedo  boats  of  that  date.  Monsieur  Laubeuf  had 
built  the  Narval  m  competition  with  the  older  submarine  Gustwve 
Zede — a  vessel  lying  very  low  upon  the  water,  built  with  a  cigar- 
shaped  form,  of  hull,  and  possessing  very  limited  endurance  and  hab- 
itability.  Because  of  her  form  of  hull  the  Gvstwoe  Z&U  also  had  a 
tendency  to  plunge  head  first  when  running  submerged,  and  despite 
improved  methods  of  control  it  has  never  been  possible  to  make  her 
run  with  less  than  an  inclination  of  5°.    When  pitching  and  rolling 
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she  frequently  spilt  the  acid  out  of  her  batteries,  and  this  madetk 
atmosphere  within  the  boat  quite  unbearable.  In  order  to  gire  ft 
vessel  sea-keeping  qualities,  Monsieur  Laubeuf  shaped  her  huB  lib 
that  of  a  surface  craft.  This  gave  her  a  considerable  measure  of  f»- 
board  or  body  above  water,  and  offset  the  inherent  tendency  to  fife 

E'culiar  to  the  ctear-shaped  hull.  In  addition  to  this,  he  fitted  \m 
>at  with  hydroplanes — side  fins,  or  submerging  rudders — symmet- 
ricnlly  disposed  forward  and  aft,  and  by  means  of  these  he  was  able 
to  force  the  Narval  under  water  on  an  even  keel,  thus  avoiding  all  risk 
of  spilling  the  electrolyte  out  of  his  batteries  or  assuming  hazankret 
inclinations. 

All  submarine  vessels  are  brought  to  a  condition  of  readiness  to  sub- 
merge by  taking  in  water  ballast  in  suitably  arranged  and  controlled 
tanks.  This  causes  more  of  the  boat  to  sink  below  the  water's  sur- 
face, and  finally  leaves  her  with  only  a  small  part  of  her  conning 
tower  out  of  water.  The  remaining  part  above  water  represents 
what  is  called  "reserve  buoyancy/'  Tnis  buoyancy  varies  generaDr 
from  200  to  1,000  pounds,  depending  upon  the  size  of  the  craft;  anJ 
it  is  to  overcome  tne  permanent  tendency  to  rise  represented  by  this 
reserve  that  pressure  is  brought  to  bear  upon  the  submerging  rudden 
or  the  hydroplanes  in  order  to  make  the  boat  sink  after  she  is  once 
put  in  motion. 

Now,  the  amount  of  water  that  must  be  taken  into  a  submarine 
vessel  to  brin^  her  body  sufficiently  below  the  surface  for  readine» 
to  dive  constitutes  one  of  the  two  prime  distinctions  between  the 
submarine  and  the  submersible.  In  the  submarine  only  from  5 
per  cent  to  12  percent  of  her  total  submerged  bulk  lies  above  the 
surface  when  she  is  in  her  lightest  condition,  and  accordingly  nearly 
that  percentage  of  water  ballast  must  be  pumped  into  her  tanks  to 
bring  her  down  to  the  required  condition  preparatory  to  running  sub- 
merged. In  a  submersible,  on  the  other  hand,  two,  three,  and  era 
four  times  this  percentage  of  water  ballast  must  be  pumped  into  ba 
tanks  in  order  to  reduce  the  vessel' s  reserve  of  buoyancv  so  that  sfce 
may  be  forcibly  made  to  sink  out  of  sight.  It  is  the  freight  out  of 
water  or  reserve  of  buoyancy  of  the  submersible  which  gives  herlier 
superior  sea-keeping  qualities,  which  permits  the  vessel. to  be  driTen 
sately  on  the  surface  at  higher  rates  of  speed,  and  which  contribute 
in  other  ways  to  the  efficiency,  the  habitability,  and  the  miBtaiv 
value  of  the  craft. 

The  second  prime  difference  between  the  submarine  and  the  sub- 
mersible lies  in  the  form  of  hull.  As  the  great  bulk  of  the  true  sub- 
marine always  lies  below  the  surface,  the  first  aim  of  the  designer  is  j 
so  to  form  that  hull  that  it  will  offer  the  least  resistance  to  the  water. 
Experience  has  proved  that  a  cigar-shaped  body  is  the  best  for  this 
purpose,  but  it  is  not  the  best  for  surface  navigation.  The  submer- 
sible, on  the  other  hand,  relying  primarily  upon  surface  speed  to 
cover  long  distances  that  she  may  the  sooner  reach  the  fieln  where 
she  must  act  as  a  submerged  craft,  has  a  ship-shaped  bodv  which 
enables  her  to  attain  this  end  better  than  the  submarine.  When  run- 
ning submerged,  however,  this  form  of  hull  offers  more  resistance  to 
the  water  than  that  of  the  cigar-shaped  body.  The  submersible  can 
go  farther  seaward,  can  hold  her  station  longer,  and  can  face  weather 
conditions  that  would  put  a  submarine  out  of  action.  While  her 
submerged  speed  is  less  than  that  of  a  submarine  of  corresponding 
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displacement,  yet  she  is  a  far  more  formidable  craft  because  of  her 
wider  field  of  usefulness  and  the  measure  of  habitability  and  com- 
fort that  her  sea-keeping  faculties  assure  her  crew. 

When  the  submersible  was  first  designed,  her  great  reserve  of 
buoyancy  promised  to  be  a  serious  handicap,  because  of  the  length  of 
time  taken  to  fill  her  ballast  tanks  with  the  measure  of  water  needed 
to  bring  her  into  readiness  to  run  submerged.  In  the  earlier  French 
boats  this  took  nearly  half  an  hour,  as  compared  with  the  fire  or  six 
minutes  required  by  the  submarines  of  that  date  to  reach  the  same 
stage.  Improved  pumping  facilities  and  a  better  system  of  handling 
these  large  volumes  of  water  have  revolutionized  this  feature,  and  in 
the  comparative  tests  between  the  submarine  Z  and  the  submersible 
Aigrette  of  the  French  service,  in  1905,  the  latter  boat  actually  beat 
the  submarine  in  this  very  particular.  Since  then  France  has  con- 
centrated her  efforts  upon  the  development  of  the  submersible. 

In  1902  Great  Britain  was  forced,  by  reason  of  French  activity  in  the 
field  of  submarmenavigation,  to  subscribe  to  popular  demand,  and  a  cer- 
tain number  of  Holland  boats  similar  to  our  vessels  of  the  Adder  class 
were  ordered  by  the  British  Admiralty  for  experimental  purposes. 
Almost  before  the  last  of  this  initial  group  of  five  was  fitushed  the 
British  naval  authorities  had  undertaken  improvements  on  their  own 
initiative,  and  the  A  1  was  the  pioneer  vessel  of  the  so-called  "Admir- 
alty "  type.  The  A  1  was  not  a  thoroughly  satisfactory  vessel,  but 
before  her  fatal  sinking  in  1904  she  had  satisfied  the  Admiralty  that 
they  were  making  departures  in  the  right  direction.  They  had 
bought  the  experience  paid  for  by  the  United  States  Government  in 
developing  the  Adder  class,  and  our  British  brothers  were  intent  upon 
going  ahead  of  us.  The  rest  of  the  boats  of  the  "A"  class— twelve  in 
number — contained  various  improvements,  but  all  of  them  retained 
the  cigar-shaped  form  of  hull,  with  its  limited  stability  and  its  haz- 
ardous tendency  to  plunge  voluntarily,  and  all  of  them  were  charac- 
terized by  the  very  moderate  portion  of  their  bodies  remaining  above 
water  when  the  vessels  were  in  their  lightest  trim.  The  speed  of 
these  boats  had  been  steadily  increasing,  and  yet  nothing  had  been 
done  to  raise  their  bows  out  of  water,  so  that  when  running  rapidly 
the  mass  of  the  bow  wave  should  not  fall  on  the  vessel's  upper  body 
and  tend  to  weight  her  down  by  the  head.  This  omission  was  given 
fatal  emphasis  by  the  sinking  of  the  A  8.  That  vessel  was  running 
in  a  smooth  sea  at  a  speed  of  10  knots  an  hour  and  with  a  considerable 
reserve  of  buoyancy.  Her  stern  had  been  made  to  dip  a  couple  of 
degrees,  in  order  to  bring  her  bow  up,  and  yet  the  volume  of  water 
sweeping  upon  her  deck  forward  forced  the  boat  under  before  her 
engines  could  be  stopped,  and  15  lives  paid  the  penalty. 

In  the  succeeding  boats  of  the  "A"  class,  and  in  the  later  vessels 
of  the  "B"  and  "G"  classes,  a  superstructure  of  limited  proportions 
was  built  upon  the  cigar-shaped  body  of  the  main  hull.  The  primary 
intent  of  tnis  was  to  increase  the  reserve  of  buoyancy  in  the  light 
condition,  to  cause  their  bows  to  rise  more  easily  to  the  sea.  and  to 
make  the  boats  more  stable  and  less  liable  to  dive  voluntarily  when 
running  on  the  surface  with  their  buoyancies  somewhat  reduced. 
Model  tank  experiments  in  this  country  had  previously  disclosed 
this  tendency  peculiar  to  the  diving  boat  with  the  cigar-shaped  form 
of  hull. 
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In  order  to  obviate  as  far  as  possible  the  angle  of  dip  needed  to 
drive  the  diving  boats  of  the  "A"  class  initially  under  water,  the 
British  authorities  placed  a  single  pair  of  hydroplanes  on  the  vessels 
of  the  "B"  class,  and  located  them  in  the  middle  of  the  boat  just 
forward  and  near  the  base  of  the  conning-tower.  They  projected 
horizontally — one  on  each  side — like  a  pair  of  short,  broad  pars. 
They  were  intended  to  supplement  the  diving  action  of  the  diving 
rudder  at  the  stern,  by  causing  the  vessel  to  sink  bodily.  They  did 
not  exercise  any  control  over  the  vessel's  horizontal  trim.  However, 
they  constituted  an  improvement. 

The  diving  boat  goes  under  water  head  first  by  reason  of  the  tilting 
action  of  horizontal  rudders  placed  at  the  stern  of  the  vessel,  and  to 
give  this  type  of  submarine  facility  in  this  maneuver  the  craft  is 
purposely  made  instable  in  a  fore-and-aft  direction,  and  in  this  par- 
ticular may  be  popularly  likened  to  a  slightly  sluggish  seesaw.  The 
disadvantages  of  this  method  of  getting  under  water  increase  as  the 
vessel  grows  longer,  and  it  becomes  a  still  more  serious  matter  as 
the  vessel's  speed  is  raised,  and  especially  so  when  operating  in  waters 
of  moderate  depth.  The  even-keel  boat  simply  goes  down  on  an 
even  keel -and  assumes  none  of  these  dangerous  angles;  and,  unlike 
the  diving  boat,  she  works  better  the  more  stability  she  is  given. 

In  time  of  nervous  stress  the  best-trained  man  is  liable  to  err.  In 
the  case  of  a  diving  boat  running  at  high  speed  submerged  this  might 
cause  the  vessel  to  assume  a  dangerous  angle  of  inclination  and  either 
to  strike  the  bottom  or  to  invite  peril  in  a  number  of  different  ways. 
The  same  oversight  or  lapse  on  the  part  of  the  man  in  control  of  the 
hydroplanes  of  an  even-keel  boat,  however,  would  result  merely  in 
the  vessel  going  slowly  deeper  without  changing  the  direction  of  her 
line  of  motion.  The  diving  rudderman  must  be  skilled  by  months  of 
careful  training  in  his  office  of  balancing  the  great  seesaw  which  his 
vessel  virtually  becomes;  while  the  hydroplane  man  can  be  taught 
ail  that  is  required  of  him  in  a  few  hours,  and  his  task  is  quite  as 
simple  as  that  of  controlling  a  slow-speed  elevator. 

Within  the  past  year  France  has  mcreased  her  force  by  ten  sub- 
mersibles,  Austria  has  ordered  two  more,  and  Norway  has  ordered 
one.  England  has  ordered  sixteen  more  submarine  vessels,  and  thir- 
teen of  these  belong  to  the  "D"  type,  which  are  more  nearly  submer- 
sibles  than  submarines;  while  the  United  States  has  ordered  seven 
more  submarines  and  a  single  submersible.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that 
the  advent  of  this  single  submersible  in  our  submarine  flotilla  marks 
the  beginning  of  a  serious  official  determination  to  test  the  relative 
merits  of  both  types. 
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Construction  of,  urged  as  well  as  submarines  (Kellogg) '. . .      370 

Vote  on  in  committee,  do  not  remember  (Lilley) 1511 

BATTLE  SHIPS  AND  SUBMARINES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

No  connection  between  {Bates) 1724 

No  connection  between  (Padgett) 1727 

BAUDOIN,  LIEUTENANT-COMMANDER,  Dutch  Navy: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Might  have  given  information  for  newspaper  article  (Skerrett) 868 

Visited  United  States  (Skerrett) 868 

BAUGHMAN,  GEN.  L.  VICTOR,  did  not  know  (Rice) 450 

BAYONNE,  N.  J.,  Electric  Boat  Company,  plant  at  (Spear) 240 

BEERS  AND  FOSTER: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Attorneys  for  Lake  Boat  Company  (Lake) 1069 

BELMONT,  O.  H.  P.,  as  to   yacht   Electric  Boat  Company  negotiated  for 

(Rice) 454 

BERG,  HART  O.: 

Testimony  relative  to—  m 

Agent  of  Lake  Company,  reference  to  (Rice) 439 

Employment  of,  as  to  (Flint) 1456 

Flint  A  Co.,  member  of  (Lake) 1095 

BERGER,  CLARENCE  L.,    patent   attorney   and    consulting   engineer,   27 

Grammercy  Park,  New  York 685 

Subpoenaed : 422 

Testimony  of — 

Babcoclc,  W.  I.,  naval  architect  and  vice-president  Subsurface  Com- 
pany       688 

Crane,  Clinton,  naval  architect,  Subsurface  Company 688 

Cuyler,  C.  C. ,  president  Subsurface  Boat  Company 685 

Herbert,  Hilary  A.,   ex-Secretary  of  Navy,  represented  Subsurface 

Company 691 

Hobson,  R.  P.— 

Explained  details  of  subsurface  boat  to 689 

Onlv  member  of  Naval  Committee  acquainted  with 690 

Littlefield,  C.  E.,  bill  introduced  by,  for  subsurface  boat 692 

Micou,  Benjamin,  counsel  for  Subsurface  Company 688 

Subsurface  Boat  Company,  list  of  letters  and  documents  received 

from,  by  Secretary  of  Navy 691 

Subsurface  boats,  proposed  Government  contracts,  details  of 690 

Subsurface  Torpedo  I3oat  Company,  consulting  engineer  for 685 

Subsurface  torpedo  boat,  description  of 686 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Subsurface  boat,  appropriated  for,  by  Congress 687 

BERGER  SUBSURFACE  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Boats,  does  not  manufacture 751 

Could  not  compete  before  October  1,  1908  (Skerrett) 897 

Herbert  and  Micou,  attorneys  for 147-748 

Members  of  Congress,  none  stockholders  or  directors  in  (Pemberton). .      758 
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BERLIN:  Pace. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Headquarters  in  (Skerrett) 879 

Left  United  States  to  go  to,  March  4,  1905  (Skerrett)....: 888 

Who  in  Washington  knew  address  in  (Skerrett) 880, 881 

BERLINER  TAGEBLATT,  German  paper  quoted  (Rice) 484 

BESSELIEVRE,  do  not  recall  talking  to,  about  Nelson  report  (Skerrett). . . .  860 
BIDDIS,  Mr.,  intimately  associated  with,  no  information  requested  from 

(Skerrett) 865 

BIDS,  under  act  of  1907 1848 

BOARD  ON  CONSTRUCTION: 

Recommendations  as  to  submarine  contracts  June  22,  1907  (Appendix  A}.  308 

Recommendations  as  to  submarine  contracts  June  28,  1907  (Appendix  B).  311 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Composition  of  (Metcalf) 269 

Legislation,  hands  tied  by  (Lake) 1094 

Price  of  boats,  recommended  reduction  on  bid  (Capps) 290 

Protector,  requested  building  of  (Lake) 1093 

Qualified  to  criticise  findings  of  (Skerrett) 895 

Report  of,  on  Octopus,  reference  to  (Skerrett) 887 

Submarines,  price  of,  fixed  by  (Spear) 242 

BONAPARTE,  CHAS.  J.    (See  also  Attorney-General.) 
BOSTON  HERALD: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Article  from  (Lilley  exhibit)  not  true  (Ferry) 680 

Bribery  charge  in,  denial  of  (Taylor) 478 

Extract  from  (Lilley) 33 

BOUTELL,  H.  S.  (a  Representative  from  Illinois): 

Appointed  chairman  of  committee  under  H.  Res.  288 3 

Committee,  powers  and  duties  of,  statement  as  to 26 

Detectives,  Members  will  be  protected  from  annoyance  by 68 

BOWERS,  E.  J.  (a  Representative  from  Mississippi): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

State  delegation,  indorsement  of,  suggested  Hobson  get 337 

BOWLES,  ADMIRAL  FRANCIS  TIFFANY,  Fore  River  Shipbuilding  Com- 
pany, Quincy ,  Mass 1732 

Lilley  requests  summoning  of 1368 

Testimony  of— 

Adder 2  construction  cost  of 1734 

American  Brass  Company,  negotiated  contract  with 1739 

Brooker,  Charles  F.,  negotiated  contract  with 1739 

Cost  of  submarines  not  figured  on  tonnage  basis 1750 

Electric  Company,  constructed  submarines  for 1732 

Ferry,  Charles — 

Did  not  mention  name  of  Lilley 1739 

Did  not  offer  contract  to,  for  aid  in  legislation 1738 

Requested  interview  of  Hill,  by 1738 

Lake  contract,  as  compared  with  Electric 1746 

Lilley  did  not  request  influencing  of,  by  Ferry 1738 

Materials  used  in  construction,  quality  of 1736 

Navy  Department,  formerly  connected  with 1732 

Octopus — 

Construction,  cost  of,  and  specifications 1733 

Construction  exceeded  contract  price 1743 

Patents,  figure  in  cost  of  submarines 1742 

Patents  on  submarines,  know  nothing  of 1737 

Submarines  and  other  ships,  no  basis  of  comparison  between 1741 

Submarines — 

Construction,  cost  of 1733 

Contract  prices  of 1733 

Strength  requisite  for 1740 

Taylor,  Franklin;  not  acquainted  with 1739 

Test  of  submarines,  cost  of 1737 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Ferry  requested  by,  to  help  Electric  Company  (J.  C.  Lake) 1212 

Profits  in  submarines  (Lilley) 43 
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BOYLAN  DETECTIVE  AGENCY,  New  Orleans,  La.:  **■ 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Dclenantv.  instructed  bv.  to  locate  Lake 175* 

BRADFORD  DETECTIVE  AGENCY,  Washington,  D.  C: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Agreement  with ,  concerning  work  in  Capitol  ( Webber) EJj 

A\  it  ness,  desired  as,  relative  to  shadowing  of  Liiley fe 

BRANDEGEE,  F.  B.  (a  Senator  from  Connecticut): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Secretary  of  the  Navy,  called  on,  as  to  question  of  discret  ion tt 

BRANDT,  E.  S.,  Chief  Clerk  Bureau  of  Ordnance: 

Acquaint ed  with ,  conversed  about  submarines  (Skerrett) 861 

Do  not  recall  being  given  chance  to  inspect  records  of  (Skerrett) 8tt 

Received  annual  report  from  (Skerrett) $E 

BRIBERY  (see  also  Methods,  wrongful;  Members  of  Congress): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  not  attempted,  directly  or  indirectly 

(Frost) .  .... -503 

Excessive  profits  incentive  to  (Liiley) MB 

Lillev,  no  mention  made  of,  by  (Webster) 1281 

Members  of  Congress,  no  money  paid  to  (Liiley) 8 

BRIBERY  CHARGES,  House  Report  No.  3482  Fifty-seventh  Congress,  sec- 
ond session SJ 

BRIDGEPORT  BRASS  COMPANY  {see  also  Ferry  and  Kingsbury): 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Attempt  to  influence  Congressmen,  no  knowledge  of  (Rice) JjJ 

Electric  Boat  Company,  no  contracts  with 53 

Fore  River  Company,  bought  material  of  (Lake) 11* 

Lilley's  vote  on  submarines  would  not  influence  contract  (Ferry) 6& 

Political  affairs,  takes  no  part  in  (Ferry) tf* 

BRIDGEPORT,  CONN.,  Extracts  from  reports  on  submarines  redirected  &om 

(Skerrett) *• 

BRIDGEPORT  EVENING  POST: 

Article  from,  Simon  Lake's  appeal  to  President  Roosevelt 38M14 

Article  in  (Rice)  (Exhibit) 307, » 

BRIDGEPORT  FARMER,  article  from,  concerning  attempt  to  sink  thelafc.  414-415 
BRITISH  GOVERNMENT  (see  also  Foreign  Governments): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Gets  benefit  of  improvement  in  submarines  (Liiley) jj 

Vickers-Maxim  Company,  secret  arrangement  with  (Lake) M" 

BRITISH  JOURNAL,  reproduction  of  articles  m.  nothing  to  do  with  (Skerrett).    W 

BRITISH  SUBMARINES,  postal  card  concerning,  contents  of 835,836 

BROOKER,  CHAS.  F.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake,  not  acquainted  with IJJj 

Liiley,  acquainted  with Wjj 

Negotiated  contract  with  (Bowles) 1** 

BROUSSARD,  ROBERT  F.  (a  Representative  from  Louisiana): 

Appointed  on  committee  under  H.  Res.  288 3 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Erly,  conversation  with,  at  Shoomaker's jjj; 

"*  Money,  none  offered  to  (Erly) .' M£ 

BROWN,  FRANK  P.,  counsel  for  Mr.  Liiley * 

Argument  against  production  by  Liiley  of  certain  letters,  papers,  etc JwJ 

Liiley  dissatisfied  with  examination r jjj 

Liiley,  have  advised ,  not  to  produce  letters,  papers,  etc }®j 

Private  correspondence  of  Liiley,  statement  as  to  examination  of J*j 

Statement  as  to  production  by  Liiley  of  books,  papers,  etc }5? 

BROWNE,  GRANT  HUGH,  broker,  115  Broadway,  New  York.. im 

Testimony  of— 

Bible  trust,  never  organized J*j 

Consolidation,  proposition  looking  toward |]S 

Electric  company,  no  interest  in 147V 

Flint,  Chas.  R.—  m 

Acted  as  broker  in  negotiation JJ* 

Did  business  for,  during  Spanish- American  war }JiJ 

Said  Lake  hard  man  to  influence ltt? 
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«OWNE,  GRANT  HUGH— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Lake  Company — 

Did  not  know  capitalization  of 1465 

No  interest  in 1470 

Lake  insisted  on  5  per  cent  royalty  in  case  of  consolidation 1473 

Lake  patents  of  value  to  Rice 1465 

Lilley  investigation,  discussed  with  Rice 1468 

Organizations  effected 1464 

Rice,  Isaac  L. — 

Afraid  some  one  watching  him 1468 

Authorized  no  offer  to  be  made 1473 

Called  on,  and  left  memorandum 1471 

Conversation  with,  purchase  of  Lake  interests 1467 

Refused  to  go  to  Flint's  house 1468 

Suggested  purchase  of  Lake  business,  to 1464 

Testimony  of,  partly  untrue 1470 

Would  have  made  trade  had  Lake  won  out 1467 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Concerning  amalgamation  of  boat  companies  (Rice) 445 

Conference  arranged  by,  between  whom  (Rice) 447 

Consolidation  of  companies,  conversation  with  concerning  (Flint) 1425 

Correct  name '. 1425 

Electric  company — 

Did  not  act  as  emissary  of  (Flint) 1425 

Did  not  regard  as  authorized  agent  of  (Flint) 1428 

Has  never  stated  he  represented  (Flint) : 1433 

Flint,  Chas.  R.,  came  to  Lake  from 1103 

Investigation,  conversation  concerning  (Flint) 1436 

Lake  interview,  reported  result  to  (Flint) 1426 

Negotiated  to  sell  out  Lake  Company  (Rice) 436 

Not  acquainted  with  (J.  C.  Lake) 1241 

Not  in  employ  of  (Flint) 1444 

Promoter  (-Rice) 439 

Said  Bulkeley  could  stop  investigation  (Rice) 445 

BULKELEY,  M.  G.  (a  Senator  from  Connecticut): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Brown  said  could  stop  investigation  (Rice) 445 

Lake  acquainted  witn \ 1092 

Not  acquainted  with  (Flint) 1435 

Secretary  of  Navy  called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion 278 

BUSBEY,  L.  W.,  secretary  to  the  Speaker 345 

Testimony  of— 

Committeeships,  concerning  applications  for 345 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  appointment  left  to  Williams 348 

Huttig,  C.  A.,  letter  recommending  Hobson 345 

Minority  Members,  as  to  committee  assignments  of 346 

Williams,  J.  S.,  recommended  Hobson  for  Naval  Affairs 347 

BUTLER,  MARION,  Ex-United  States  Senator,  attorney  at  law,  Bond  Build- 
ing, Washington ,  D .  C 122 

Witness,  desired  as 17 

Testimony  of— 

Amencunent  drawn  by,  provided  for  competition 132 

Attorneys  and  agents  in  Washington,  as  to - 131 

Attorneys  in  Congressional  districts,  know  of  none  such  employed  by 

company 133 

Best  boat  Electric  Company  had 127 

Best  policy  for  company,  outline  of 123 

Competition — 

As  to  items  in  naval  bill  being  conducive  to 129 

Electric  Boat  Company  does  not  object  to - 136 

Elimination  of,  without  foundation 131 

Proper  policy 132 

Congress,  committees  of,  did  not  appear  before 123 

Contract  with  company  verbal 126 

Electric  Boat  Company,  attorney  for,  in  Washington 122 

"Lobby,  organized,"  protest  against  charge 135 


1816  INDEX. 

BUTLER,  MARION— Continued. 
Testimony  of— 

Loudenslager,  H.  C. ,  never  talked  with,  about  amendment 128 

Members  of  Congress — 

Never  spoke  to,  concerning  submarines 129 

Received  no  reports  in  relation  to  attitude  of 134 

Naval  Appropriation  bill — 

Amendment  to,  1908,  do  not  know  author 128 

Drafted  amendment  in  1907,  not  adopted  by  committee. 127 

Submarine  amendment,  nature  of 126 

Navy  Department,  correspondence  with,  substance  of 124 

Newspaper  men — 

Know  of  none  in  employ  of  Electric  Boat  Company 133 

No  communication  with 132 

O'Neil,  Admiral  Charles- 
Opposed  to  submarines 130 

Statement  as  to  testimony  of 130 

Patents — 

Chief  values  and  assets  of  Submarine  Company 123 

New,  acquired  by  Electric  Company J30 

Submarines,  ordered,  number  of 125 

Washington  Post — 

Article,  did  not  request  nonpublication 133 

Read  Lilley  interview  before  publication 133 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Author  of  amendment  to  act  of  March  2,  1907  (Lilley) . .  .•- 60 

Employed;  compensation  private  matter  (Rice) 464 

Employed  for  ability  (Rice) 464 

From  North  Carolina  (Rice) 464 

Loudenslager  amendment,  said  to  have  drawn  (Lilley) 60 

No  knowledge  of  legislation  obtained  by  (Rice) 464 

No  knowledge  of  patent  work  by  (Rice) 464 

Politics  of  (Rice) 464 

Reference  to  (Gordon) 395 

Senate  amendment  not  drawn  by  (Frost) 510 

BUTLER,  GEN.  M.  C,  ex-United  States  Senator,  Edgefield,  S.  C: 
Testimony  of— 

Admiral  Dewey  and  others  entertained 77 

Columbia,  U.  S.  S.,*launching  of 77 

Compensation  received  for  services 74 

Contract  with  company,  not  written 78 

Cramp  Company — 

Luncheon  provided  by 77 

Represented  in  Washington 78 

Creecy,  C.  E.— 

Connection  of  witness  with 73 

No  knowledge  concerning  charges 79 

Cuba,  presence  in,  during  Spanish  war 74 

Departments  of  Government,  did  not  appear  before 76 

Electric  Boat  Company,  makes  best  submarines 75 

Ex-Senators'  practice  as  to  appearing  before  committees 79 

Frost,  E.  B.— 

Every  transaction  with 77 

Vice-president,  made  contract  with 74 

Holland  Boat  Company — 

Contract  with 73 

Employed  professionally  to  represent,  1896  or  1897 73 

Length  of  service  with 73 

No  cases  pending  in  court 73 

House  of  Representatives,  spoke  to  no  Member  of,  concerning  boat 

matters 74 

Hunton,  Eppa,  statement  on  behalf  of 72 

Improper  practices,  no  knowledge  of 79 

Law  offices  maintained  in  Washington ,  D .  C . ,  up  to  four  or  five  years  ago  73 

Legislation  in  present  Congress,  no  connection  with 79 

Lilley,  vented  grievances  in  newspapers 78 
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BTJTLER,  Gen.  M.  C.— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Lobbying,  discussed  in  Grist  v.  Childs  (20  Wallace) 78 

Naval  Affairs  Committee — 

Nature* of  arguments  presented  to 75 

Suggestions  to 76 

United  States  Senate,  service  on 76 

Naval  Committee,  made  arguments  before 73-74 

"Organized  lobby"— 

Denies  belonging  to 79 

Explanation  requested  as  to 78 

Papers  and  letters  at  home 78 

Potomac  River,  demonstration  of  the  Holland 77 

Request  for  early  examination 71 

Rice,  talked  with,  in  general  way 77 

Senate  service  ended  March  9,  1894 73 

Senator,  addressed  no  argument  to  any  individual 75 

Shelter  Island,  first  saw  Holland  boat  at 75 

Submarines — 

First  Government  contract 75 

In  experimental  stage,  when  employment  began 75 

Termination  of  contract 74 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Ability  and  influence  of  (Rice) 464 

Associated  with  Charles  Eaton  Creecy 80 

Denied  having  influence  (Rice) 463 

Employment  confined  to  appearing  before  Senate  committees 80 

Employment,  effect  on,  of  relations  with  Tillman  (Rice) 465 

Holland  Boat  Company,  said  to  have  been  retained  by 5 

No  commission  paid  to  (Rice) 458 

No  contingent-fee  contract  with  (Rice) 463 

No  recollection  of  discussing  with,  votes  of  Members  of  Congress  (Rice) .  463 

Submarines,  amendment  drawn  for,  by  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 96 

Written  contract  with  company 80 

BUTLER,  THOMAS  S.  (a  Representative  from  Pennsylvania) 342 

Testimony  of— 

Loudenslager,  JL  C,  at  Department  with,  once  only,  ten  days  ago 342 

Roberts,  E.  W.,  never  at  any  Department  with 342 

Secretary  of  the  Navy,  never  talked  to,  concerning  construction  of  a 

boat 342 

Sherman,  J.  S.,  never  at  any  Department  with 342 

Testimony  relative  to — " 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .  498 
Secretary  of  the  Navy — 

Called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion  (Metcalf ) 278 

Correction  of  statement  concerning 300 

CALLAHAN,  EDWARD  W.,  Chief  Clerk  Bureau  of  Navigation: 
Testimony  relative  to-^ 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 859 

Do  not  recall  speaking  to  about  Nelson  report  (Skerrett) 859-860 

May  have  requested  informs tion  from  (Skerrett) 863 

Wrote  to  for  reports  (Skerrett) 881 

"  CAMERON,  CHAS.  D.,  newspaper  correspondent,  Washington,  D.  C 1570 

Testimony  of — 

Webster,  not  acquainted  with  (Cameron) 1571 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Detroit  Journal,  correspondent  of,  at  Washington 723 

CAMPAIGN  FUNDS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Charges  as  to,  based  on  rumor  (Lilley) 1580 

Contributions  to — 

Charged 8 

Discussed  (Lillev) 60 

None  made  (Rice) 432,440,462 

None  made  without  his  knowledge  (Rice) 440 
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CAMPAIGN  FUNDS— Continued. 

Testimony  relative  to —  P*®*- 
Electric  Boat  Company — 

Charged  with  contributing  to 5 

Has  made  none  (Barnett) .%. 667 

Has  made  none  {Johnson) 735 

Has  not  made  (Frost) 508 

Not  made  by  (Treadwell) 740 

Electric  Company's  books  will  show  (Lilley) 1324 

How  to  ascertain  if  made  (Lilley) 32 

Lilley,  charges  as  to  (Lord) • 251 

Lilley  charges  as  to,  no  knowledge  of  (Lake) *  1082 

Naval  Committee,  members  of,   contributions  to,  for  and  against 

(Lilley) 28 

No  contributions  to,  in  favor  of  Congressmen  (Kellogg) 381 

No  contributions  solicited  from  (Rice) 440 

No  knowledge  on  subject  (Kellogg) 381 

No  money  expended  for,  by  Holland  Boat  Company  (Rice) 462 

None  expended  to  elect  or  defeat  Lilley GO 

Pays  his  own  (Gregg) 69 

Received  no  contributions  to  (Gregg) 69 

CAPPS,  ADMIRAL  WASHINGTON  LEeTU.  S.  Navy 289 

Testimony  of— 

Board  on  Construction,  recommended  reduction  in  bid  price  of  boats.  290 

Chief  Constructor,  appointed  October  31,  1903 291 

Contracts  for  submarines  not  comparable  with  those  of  other  vessels. . .  291 

Corruption,  excessive  profit  through,  impossible 303 

Cost  of  submarines,  statement  concerning 289 

Details  of  characteristics  left  entirely  to  Navy  Department  on  sub- 
marines   293 

Excessive  price,  Department  will  not  contract 291 

Excessive  profits  on  contracts,  statement  as  to 297 

Excessive  profits  of  $1,000,000  under  pending  legislation,  not  possible. .  298 
Foreign  governments,  comparative  cost  of  ship  work  to  the  United 

States 292 

Foreign  vessels,  inferiority  of  United  States  submarines  thereto,  com- 
parisons impossible 298 

Lake  boat,  comparison  of  price  with  Octopus  type 303 

Lake  contract  given  to  promote  competition 305 

Large  ship  construction,  contracts  at  low  figure 292 

Lake  type  and  Octopus  type,  bids  submitted 304 

Lilley,  do  not  know  who  furnished  information  to 303 

Navy  Department — 

Not  restricted  in  letting  of  contract 295 

Takes  responsibility  of  determining  reasonable  price 291 

Patents  on  submarines,  statements  as  to  merit  of 299 

Previous  estimates  of  cost,  not  a  fair  basis  for  modern  construction 296 

Price  of  submarines  fixed  by  Navy  Department,  not  Congress 290 

Submarines — 

Exact  cost  of,  hard  to  determine 296 

Total  contract  price  of  all,  to  date , 295 

Ton.  submarine  boats  not  purchased  by 299 

Trial  board,  report  of.  unanimous 290 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 800 

Do  not  recall  talking  to.  about  any  specific  reports  (Skerrett) 800 

Submarines,  paid  too  much  for  ( Cilley) 1620 

CARMICHAEL,  JESSE  L.,  Detroit  Free  Press,  correspondent,  at  Washington . .  768 

Anonymous  letter  received  by,  February  13,  1908 ^ 768 

Detroit  Free  Press,  sent  copy  of  anonymous  letter  to 768 

Loud,  .G.  A.,  spoke  to.  concerning  anonymous  letter 769 

Miller.  George,  anonymous  letter  shown  to 769 

CARMICHAEL  LETTER:   * 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Carvalho.  examination  of.  made  bv 1371 
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OARYALHO,  DAVID  N.,  handwriting  and  typewriting  expert,  New  York 

City.    (See  also  Typewriting.)                "  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Anonymous  communications,  both  written  on  same  machine 1377 

Anonymous  letters,  statement  as  to  examination  of 1372 

Carmichael,  letter  to,  placed  in  hands  April  7 1371 

Ed  in  borough,  letter  to,  placed  in  hands 1372 

Exhibit  E,  time  of  writing 1730 

Handwriting  investigations  more  than  matter  of  opinion 1390 

Holmes  case,  employed  by  Government  in 1369 

Holt  will  case,  employed  in 1370 

Homicide  cases,  employed  in 1370 

Important  cases,  emploved  in 1370 

Ink,  expert  in  testing  of 1730 

Typewriters,  six  recognized  as  standard  machines 1375 

Typewriting — 

Easier  of  identification  than  handwriting 1377 

Identification  of,  absolute  certainty 1387 

Methods  of  comparison 1375 

CATLIN,  HENRY:  ' 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Can  not  be  located  (Lilley) 1330 

Frost  not  acquainted  with 511 

CHAMPAGNE.     (See  Members  of  Congress,  entertainment  of.) 
CHARGES.     {See  also  Members  of  Congress.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

By  Lake  Company  (Rice) 44,7 

Cover  existence  of  Electric  and  Holland  Boat  companies  (Lilley) 61 

Lilley,  explanation  of,  submitted  before  Committee  on  Rules 22 

None  against  Members  of  Congress'  (Lilley) 61 

CHESEBROUGH  v.  CONOVER  (140  N.  Y.,  382),  extract  from  opinion  in. . .  1057 

CHICAGO  EXAMINER,  article  from,  November  15,  1906  (Lilley  exhibit). . .  360 

CLARKSON,  EDGAR  L.,  secretary  to  Representative  Hobson 334 

Testimony  of— 

Berger  submersive  boat,  Hobson  never  spoke  of 339 

Bowers,  E.  J.,  suggested  that  Hobson  get  indorsement  of  Alabama 

delegation 337 

Hobson,  R.  P.— 

Naval  Committee,  as  to  effort  to  get  on 335 

Steps  to  procure  appointment  on  committee 336 

Wanted  to  see  Spear  about  personal  matter 334 

Telephoned  Spear 335 

Lilley,  talked  with,  and  told  conversation 336 

Speaker — 

Bring  influence  to  bear  through,  Spear  could 835 

Hobson 's  testimony  exonerates 340 

Spear,  met  in  November,  1907. 334 

Williams,  Spear  asked  how  Hobson  stood  with 335 

CLAYTON ,  HENRY  D.  (a  Representative  from  Alabama) 342 

Testimony  of— 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  Alabama  delegation  indorsed,  for  naval  committeeship.  343 
Williams,  J.  S.— 

Hobson  friendly  to 344 

Purposed  recommending  Hobson  to  Speaker 344 

CLEVELAND  PLAIN  DEALER: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Select  committee  a  joke,  correspondent  said  (Wheeler) 1299 

COINCIDENCES.     (See  Journal,  U.  S.  Artillery.) 
COLLIER'S  MAGAZINE: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Archibald  employed  by  (Lake) 1110 

COLLIER'S  WEEKLY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Archibald,  war  correspondent  for  (Adams) 1168 

COLUMBIA,  U.S.  S.: 

Launching  of  (Butler) 77 
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COMMERCIAL  CLUB,  ST.  LOUIS:  *** 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lord,  Frank  B.,  entertained  by S3 

COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS.    (See  Patents,  Commissioner  of.) 
COMMISSIONS: 

None  paid  (Rice) 451 

None  paid  except  to  Creecy  (Rice) 456 

COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

No  influence  upon  (Rice) 440 

COMMITTEE  OF  CONGRESS,  never  appeared  before  any  (Gordon) 3* 

COMMITTEE  UNDER  HOUSE  RESOLUTION  NO.  288:    Memberaof 3 

(See  also  Lilley  Investigating  Committee,  and  Select  Committee.) 
COMMUNICATIONS,  written,  none  except  Judge  Gordon's  printed  matter 

(Lilley) 57 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT,  submarine  boats,  submitted  by  Spear 1712 

COMPETITION ,  Electric  Boat  Company  charged  with  suppressing 5 

COMPETITION,  ELIMINATION  OF: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarine  contracts,  without  foundation  (Butler) W. 

COMPETITION  IN  SUBMARINES  (see  also  Submarines): 

Lilley,  favored  (Kellogg) 383 

Proposition  that  successful  bidder  receive  award  (Kellogg) 373 

COMPETITION,  OPEN: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lilley  would  not  introduce  resolution  in  case  same  provided  (Sher- 
man)  .' 1735 

Meaning  of  (Lilley) 162 

COMPLAINTS,  received  some  (Lilley) 57 

CONFIDENTIAL  INFORMATION  DISCUSSED  (Skerrett) 870-«71 

CONGRESS: 

Submarines,  synopsis  of  facts  relating  to 24i 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Legislative  favors,  never  received  from  (Spear) 244 

No  business  before,  except  for  Electric  Boat  Company  (Gordon). 385 

Pending  submarine  legislation  unsatisfactory  (Lake) 1101 

Price  of  submarines  not  fixed  by  (Capps) 2J0 

Submarine  appropriation ,  intention  of,  in  making  (Johnson) 732 

CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICTS,  employment  of  attorneys'  in  (Lilley) * 

CONGRESSIONAL     INVESTIGATIONS,    procedure,    practices  respecting 

(Lilley) ...*. _._      * 

CONGRESS,  MEMBERS  OF.    (See  Members  of  Congress.) 
CONNECTICUT,  Lilley,  Geo.  L.,  reference  to  as  Congressman  at  Large  (Kel- 
logg)      85 

CONNECTICUT  DELEGATION: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Accompanied  to  Navy  Department  (Lilley) 1322 

New  Willard  luncheon,  present  at  (Thurston) 1206 

Secretary  of  the  Navy,  called  on  to  secure  contract  for  Lake  Company 

(Lilley) _..   MM 

Submarines,  no  conference  with  concerning  (Kellogg) 375 

CONNECTICUT  LEGISLATURE: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Company,  resolution  requesting  Congress  to  investigate  (J.  C. 

Lake) 1256 

Resolution  of  investigation  by,  no  knowledge  as  to  (Lilley) 1326 

CONNECTICUT  NEWSPAPERS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

News,  none  furnished  to  (Adams) 1172 

Washington  representatives  of  (Webster) 1264 

CONNECTICUT  REPRESENTATIVES: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Secretary  of  the 'Navy,  requested  to  see,  after  award  made  (J.  C.  Lake).   1229 
CONNECTICUT  SENATORS: 
Testimonu  relative  to — 

Resolution,  did  not  consult  with  concerning  (Lilley) 1621 
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ONSOLIDATION  OF  SUBMARINE. COMPANIES  (see  also  Submarines) :      P*g«. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

In  favor  of  (Flint) 1451 

ONSTITUENTS,  employment  of  those  of  a  Congressman  ought  to  be  con- 
demned (Lilley) 33 

OBSTRUCTION  AND  REPAIR,  BUREAU  OF: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Do  not  recall  getting  information  from  (Skerrett) 861 

No  room  in  sale  of  .for  Lake  boat  plans  (Skerrett) 895 

INSTRUCTION,  BOARD  ON.    (See  Board  on  Construction.) 
JONTINGENT  FEE: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Frost  offered  (Sands) 113 

X3NTRACTS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Amount  of  (Rice) 444 

Amount  of,  on  hand  (Rice) 445 

Balance  of  appropriation  for,  demanded  (Rice) 448 

Competition  in,  not  availed  of  (Lilley) 1618 

President  asked  to  cancel,  certain  Holland  submarine  boat 397-414 

Public  inspection,  no  knowledge  of  (Rice) 457 

Visit  to  Navy  Department  concerning  (Gordon) 416 

CONVERSE,  ADMIRAL,  GEORGE  A.: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 861 

Gave  views  for  newspaper  articles  (Skerrett) 861 

No  particular  information  obtained  from  (Skerrett) 861 

Talked  with  about  submarines  (Skerrett) 861 

CORRESPONDENCE   ON   SUBMARINE  BOATS  (H.  Doc.  75)  placed  in 

record  by  request  of  Electric  Boat  Company  (Exhibit) 905-1037 

CORRUPTION  (see  also  Members  of  Congress): 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Lake  Boat  Company,  expect  no  proof  of,  from  (Lilley) 1323 

COSTA,  LIEUTENANT  (Dutch  officer): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

May  nave  received  information  about  Octopus  from  (Skerrett) 896 

Object  of  conference  with,  to  show  improvements  in  Lake  boat  (Sker- 
rett)       871 

Plans  of  Octopus  under  construction  while  in  United  States  (Skerrett ) .  868 
Technical  information  about  Octopus  probably  receive4  from  (Skerrett) .  869 
Technical  information,  will  not  state  positively  that  he  furnished 

(Skerrett) 871 

Visited  United  States  (Skerrett) 868 

COUNSEL  (see  also  Attorneys) : 

Lilley,  Geo.  L.,  permission  to  have,  of  no  benefit 24 

May  oe  consulted  by  parties  affected  by  testimony 20 

Names  of  (Lilley) 52 

Representative  Lilley  declines  to  proceed  without 18, 19 

COWART,  ROBERT  E.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Attorney  for  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley) 49 

Electric  Boat  Company,  contract  with  (Frost) 501 

Never  approached  oy ,  concerning  submarines  (Gregg) .  .• 69 

Not  a  constituent  (Gregg) 69 

CRAMP  COMPANY,  THE: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Columbia,  launching  of 77 

Represented  in  Washington  by  Gen.  M.  C.  Butler 78 

CRANE,  CLINTON: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Subsurface  Company,  naval  architect  for  (Berger) 688 

CREECY,  CHARLES  EATON,  attorney  at  law,  308  Corcoran  Building,  Wash- 

inetont  D.  C 79 

Testimony  of— 

Amount  realized,  sale  of  stock 83 

Attorney  for  Holland  Company 80 
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OREECY,  CHARLES  EATON— Continued.  ftp. 
Testimony  of— 

Baker,  Mr.,  of  Iowa,  had  submarine  boat 81 

Boards,  applications  for,  made  in  writing 88 

Burned  accumulations  of  Holland  boat  papers,  including  contract 85 

Butler,  Gen.  M.  C.— 

Associated  with 80 

Employment  confined  to  appearing  before  Senate  committees. ...  80 

Given  stock  in  company 80 

Had  written  contract  with  company 80 

Capital  stock,  amount  of . ., 99 

Compensation,  3  per  cent  in  addition  to  salary 91 

Compensation ,  $6,000  per  annum ,  absolute,  payable  monthly 85 

Contract  for  submarine,  1895  or  1896 82 

Contract  with  company  in  writing 8J 

Contracts,  vouchers,  correspondence,  etc. ,  have  been  destroyed 102 

Cumming8,  Amos,  offered  amendment  to  build  20  submarines 98 

Dayton,  A.  G. — 

Affidavit  of,  concerning  use  oftnoney  to  defeat 90 

Holland  Company  angry  with 90 

Dewey's  statement  to  House  committee 98 

Electric  Boat  Company,  other  business  beside  building  submarines —  99 

Fenian  built  by  Holland 81 

Gasoline  engine  wanted  by  Holland  in  first,  submarine 82 

Government  officials,  would  not  have  permitted  anything  to  have 

been  offered  or  paid  to 88 

History  of  submarine  boat  matter •. 81 

Holland  caused  to  be  brought  to  Washington 8* 

Holland  boats  claimed  to  be  death  traps 98 

Holland,  cost  of 80 

Holland  boat,  argued  merits  of,  before  naval  boards 84 

Holland  not  a  first-class  boat,  defects 88 

Holland,  Mr.,  new  design  for  submarine  boat 92 

Holland  submarine  design  approved  by  Department 82 

Holland  Boat  Company,  saia  to  have  been  retained  by 5 

Hunton,  Eppa,  advice  given 85 

Jewett,  Admiral ,  appears  before  Naval  Committee 85 

Lessler,  investigation  referred  to 92 

Lilley,  would  be  glad  to  know  methods  of  company 95 

Naval  Affairs  Committee — 

Appeared  before 82,84 

Members  of.  not  influenced 90 

Navy  Department  educated  officials  as  to  submarines 84 

Newspapers,  no  payments  made  to 95 

New  York  World  called  on  by  representative  of 94 

Officers  of  Navy — 

.    Money  paid,  no  knowledge  of 84 

Spent  no  money  with 84 

Opposit  ion  to  Holland  boats  mainly  from  Navy  Department W 

Plunger,  built  by  Department 82 

Pneumatic  Gun  Company,  president  of 91 

Report  of  hoard,  adverse 87 

Rival  now  of  Electric  Boat  Company  and  Lake  Company 93 

Roosevelt  recommends  purchase  of  Holland 87 

Russian  Government .  boat  recommended  to.  by  naval  attache1 87 

Sampson.  Captain,  recommends  appropriation  for  submarines 81 

Secretar  v  of  the  Navy  appoint e  1  hoards  to  examine  tests  of  Holland —  81 

Senator  McPherwm  favored  experimental  submarine 81 

Shelley  Butler,  and  Martin,  attorneys  employed  by  company,  1895 80 

Sperry.  Lieutenant-Commander —  " 

Appointed  head  of  board J 

Frame  of  mind  at  time  of  trial Jj 

Stork  in  company  for  services 80 

Stock  in  Holland  Boat  Company  sold  bv k. 

Submarines,  amendment  for.  drawn  by  (ren.  M.  C.  Butler  and  witness. .  ^ 

Submarines.  $4(K).(KK),  appropriate  1  for  two ^ 
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CREEOY,  CHARLES  EATON— Continued.  Page. 

Testimony  of— 

Suit  against  company  threatened 91 

Voorhees.  ex-governor  of  New  Jersey,  represented  Lake  boat 96 

Wooley ,  R.  W. ,  referred  to  as  New  Y  ork  World  reporter 95 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Commission  paid  to  (Rice) 458 

Contract  with  (Rice) 463 

Stock  held  by  (Rice) 459 

Witness,  desired  as 17 

CREECY.  EDWARD  W.,  Howard  County.  Md 10D 

Witness,  desired  as 17 

Testimony  of— 

Creecy,  Charles  Eaton,  no  business  relations  with 101 

Electric  Boat  Company,  never  connected  with 101 

Representative  of  American  Bridge  Manuf acting  Company 101 

Spear,  Lieutenant,  complimented  for  skill 103 

Testimony  relative  to — 

No  knowledge  of  charges  (Butler) 79 

GROSS-EXAMINATION,  latitude  in,  statement  by  chairman 249 

CUMMINGS,  AMOS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Offered  amendment  to  build  20  submarines  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 98 

CUMMINGS,  T.  P. :  Manager  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company,  New  Orleans.     1760 
Testimony  of— 

Telegrams,  to  or  from  Lake,  refuses  delivery  of 1761 

Telegrams,  rules  of  company  forbid  disclosure  of  contents 1762 

CURTIS,  F.  S.,  chief  clerk,  Navy  Department: 
Testimony  of— 

Skerrett,  Robert  G.— 

Resignation  of 899 

Department's  acceptance 900 

CUTTLEFISH :    (See  also  Submarines.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Part  cost  of,  refuses  to  state  (Rice)  458 

What  paid  Fore  River  Shipbuilding  Company  for,  refuses  to  state 

( Ri  ce ) 458 

CUTTLEFISH  TYPE,  profit  of.  refuses  to  state  (Rice) 458 

CUTTLEFISH,  VlPER,  AND  TARANTULA,  no  knowledge  of  loss  of  control 

of  (Rice) 455 

CUYLER,  C.  C: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Subsurface  Boat  Company,  president  of  (Berger) 685 

DALZELL,  JOHN,  (a  Representative  from  Pennsylvania): 

Rules,  member  of  Committee  on,  conducts  hearing  on  preliminary  reso- 
lutions   4 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Lilley  resolution,  knew  of,  before  introduction  (Lilley) 1364 

Lord  interview,  misunderstanding  as  to  (Lord) 255 

DAWSON,  ALBERT  F.  (a  Representative  from  Iowa): 
Testimony  relative  to — 
»        Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .      499 
DAYTON,  JUDGE  ALSTON  G.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Confidential  letter  from  (Lilley) 57 

Contributions  made  against  (Lilley) 1580 

Holland  Boat  Company,  angry  with  (Chas.  Eaton  Creecy) 90 

Money  spent  to  defeat  (Lilley) 60-61 

Money,  use  of,  to  defeat  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 90 

Wrote  to,  after  introducing  resolution  (Lilley) 1685 

Db  ARMOND,  DAVID  A.,  (a  Representative  from  Missouri): 

Lilley,  Geo.  L. ,  denies  alleged  newspaper  interviews  accusing 910 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lilley,  Geo.  L. ,  accusations  by,  concerning  (Lord) 251 

33799— vol  2—08 47 
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DBLBHANTY,  JOHN,  detective:  *P 

Testimony  of — 

Lake,  J.  ('.,  received  instructions  to  locate 1718 

Lake  received  telegrams  at  New  Orleans 1760 

DELHOMMER,  MRS.  M.  E.,  1539  Jackson  avenue,  New  Orleans 17S7 

Testimony  of— 
Lake,  J.  C— 

Engaged  room  for  self  and  wife 1767 

In  New  Orleans  on  account  of  wife's  health 1767 

Stopped  with 1215 

Went  to  post-office  for  mail. 1768 

Lilley  investigation,  did  not  hear  Lake  mention 1771 

DENVER,  COLO.: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarine  Navigation  and  Supply  Company,  have  built  submarine 

model  ( Skerrett ) 802 

DENVER  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Could  not  compete  before  Octol>er  1,  1908  (Skerrett) 8*7 

DENVER  CONCERN: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Consulted  with  (Skerrett) 884 

De  RENZIE,  BARON: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Present  at  conference  with  Dutch  officers  (Skerrett) 871-872 

DETECTIVES: 

Lilley,  Geo.  L. — 

Alleged  shadowing  of,  by 15 

Chairman  of  investigating  committee  authorized  to  reply  to  letter  of, 

concerning 20 

Whether  hampered  by  shadowing  of,  letter  of  committee 21 

Members  will  be  protected  from  annoyance  by  (Boutell) 68 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Capitol,  not  allowed  in,  without  Dermission  (Webber) 1722 

Informed  Lilley  watched  by  (Webber) 1720 

Not  mentioned  by  Rice  or  Frost  ( Flint) • 1452 

Shadowed  bv  (Lillev) 67,68 

DETROIT  FREE  PRESS:* 

Testimony  relative  to—  m 

Anonymous  letter  sent  to  (Carmichael) 768 

Carmichael,  Jesse  L. ,  Washington  correspondent 768 

DETROIT  NEWS,  Detroit,  Mich.: 

Article  from,  February  22,  1908,  Edinborough  interview 697 

Articles  from,  on  Loud  and  Gordon : 30.31 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  SUBMARINES  (see  also  Submarines): 

Spear,  Laurence  Y..  article  by  (Appendix) 1119 

DEWEY,  ADMIRAL  GEORGE: 

Entertained  at  demonstration  on  Potomac  River : 77 

House  comm  i ttee,  statement  to  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 98 

Reference  to  statement  of,  before  Naval  Committee  (Gordon) 41M30 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarine,  persuaded  to  inspect  ( F.  P.  B.  Sands) 110 

DIEHL  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake  Company  purchases  machinery  of  (Lake) 1076 

DIEKEMA,  GERRIT  J.  (a  Representative  from  Michigan): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Dewey  Hotel,  lived  at,  same  time  as  Loud 711 

DOBLIN,  PHILIP  (see  also  Lessler  investigation): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

As  to  communicating  with  any  Member  of  Congress  in  regard  to  (Rice) .     4(3 

No  attempt  to  prevent  prosecution  of  (Rice) 462 

Nothing  of  value  given  to  (Rice) 462 

Witness  in  Lessler  bribery  charge  (Rice) 462 
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JI/L,ES,  WM.:  Page. 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Rice) 461 

Director  of  Electric  Boat  Company  and  resignation  (Rice) 461 

Had  power  to  refuse  to  sign  checks  (Rice) "  461 

Letter  to  chairman  of  select  committee 263 

Lilley,  Geo.  L. — 

Letter  from 263 

Letter  to 263 

JTCB  OFFICERS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Conference  with  (Skerrett) 872 

Object  of  conference  with,  to  show  improvement  in  Lake  boat  (Sker- 
rett)   871 

EARMARKS"  OF  KELLOGG 40 

DINBOROUGH,  FRANK  L. ,  attorney  at  law,  Bay  City,  Mich 695 

Anonymous  memorandum  received  by,  contents  of 726 

Reference  to,  in  Detroit  News  articles 31 

Subpoenaed 422 

Witness,  desired  as 17 

Testimony  of— 

Anonymous  communication  received  by 707 

Bay  City,  Mich.,  papers  mentioned  Loud  in  connection  with  investiga- 
tion   714 

Cameron,  Chas.,  correspondent  Detroit  Journal,  at  Washington 723 

Clippings  received  by,  handed  committee 70& 

Congress — 

Candidacy  for,  announcement  of 719 

Candidacy  for,  no  one  has  influenced  outside  of  district 710 

Candidacy  for,  statement  as  to 696 

Hoped  to  be  nominated  for 726 

Detroit  News — 

Acknowledges  accuracy  of  interview  in 726 

Ab  to  interview  given  to 715 

Interview  in,  February  22,  1908,  testimony  concerning 697 

Detroit  papers  mentioned  Loud  in  connection  with  investigation 714 

Diekema,  Gerrit  J.,  lived  at  Dewey  Hotel  same  time  as  Loud 711 

Electric  Boat  Company  do  not  know  of  suggesting  Gordon  for  Congress . .  697 

Fordney,  J.  W.,  do  not  know  whether  Gordon  talked  with 711 

Goodwin,   E.  A.,  talked*rith,  at  Bay  City 718 

Gordon,  W.  D.— 

Acquainted  with 696 

Do  not  know  business  of,  in-Washington 712 

On  friendly  terms  with  Members  of  Congress 712 

Opposed  candidacy  for  Senate 710-719 

Wrote  letter  to,  for  Loud 702 

Hamilton,  E.  L.,  do  not  know  whether  Gordon  talked  with 712 

Lilley,  George  L.,  called  on  before  taking  stand 708 

Loud,  George  A. — 

Angered  by  Gordon's  insistence 698 

Angry  and  disgusted  with  Gordon's  imposition 703 

Anxious  Gordon  should  know  outcome  of  submarine  recom- 
mendation   701 

Candidacy  for  United  States  Senate,  statement  as  to 724 

Conversation  with  concerning  Gordon 699 

Did  not  connect  name  of  with  investigation 721 

Formerly  private  secretary  to 695 

Knew  Gordon  was  in  Washington  for  Electric  Company 700 

Name  not  mentioned  in  first  interview 717 

Referred  to  me  in  slighting  way 706 

Miller,  George.    Correspondent  Detroit  News  at  Washington 723 

Salary,  receipt  ofz  after  leaving  Loud's  employ 723 

Senatorial  campaign  expenses.  Loud  did  not  pay 722 

Shepherd.  Judge  T.  F.,  talked  with  at  Bay  City 719 

Townsend,  C.  E.,  do  not  know  whether  Gordon  talked  with 712 
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EDINBOROUGH,  FRANK  L.— Continued.  ' 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Gordon ,  statement  as  to,  conversation  concerning  (Loud ) 774 

Lake  Company  prepared  questions  submitted  to  (Webster) IS 

Nonsupport  of  politically,  no  connection  with  Electric  Boat  Co.  (Gor- 
don)   & 

Private  secretary  to  Congressman  Loud,  declined  to  support,  for  State 

senator  (Gordon) 34 

Requested  by  friends  of  Loud  to  support  (Gordon) 431 

Subpoena  of ,  not  requested  (Webster) 138 

Summoning  of,  statement  as  to,  by  Lilley ,w 1518 

Summoning  of,  why  requested  (Lilley). 158 

Webster  wrote  letter  to 131 

EDINBOROUGH  LETTER: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Carvalho,  examination  of,  made  by KB 

EJERCITO  O  ARMADA,  Madrid  paper  quoted  (Rice) 434 

ELECTRIC  BOAT,  contract  for,  reference  to  law  (Kellogg) * 

ELECTRIC  AND   HOLLAND   BOAT   COMPANIES,   charges-<over  exis- 
tence of  (Lilley) SI 

ELECTRIC  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY: 

Bids  of,  under  act  of  1907 184S 

Contract  for  construction  of  submarine  boat  No.  17  (Appendix  E) 38 

Correspondence  on  submarine  boats — placed  in  record  by  request  of...  905-10& 

Counsel  for ". 8 

Counsel,  may  be  accompanied  by,  and  consult 21 

Littleton  states  company  willing  to  give  detail  statement,  cost  of  Oetojnu.  Mfi 

Officers  of,  subpana  as  witnesses  insisted  upon 23,24 

Production  of  books,  papers,  letters,  etc. ,  requested  of 1® 

Resolution  to  investigate  charges  against 1 

Witnesses,  officers,  etc.,  of,  should  be  examined  by  an  attorney  (Lilley)...  25 
Testimony  relative  to — 

A ffairB  of,  not  familiar  with  (Gordon) 390 

Amendment  to  act  of  March  2, 1907,  drafted  by  attorney  of  (Lilley)...  W 
Appropriation  bill  of  March  2,  1907.  Senate  amendment  to,  drafted 

by  attorney  for  (Lilley) & 

Archibald,  generally  known  in  employ  of  (Adams) U71 

Attempt  by,  to  influence  appointment  on  Naval  Committee  (Hobttn).  6S-W 

Attorney  for  under  written  contract  (McNeir) 1$ 

Attorneys  and  agents  in  Washington,  as  to  (JJutler) ^ 

Attorneys  employed  by  (Kellogg) 38 

Attorneys  for,  in  districts  of  Naval  Committee  members  (Lilley)...-..  51-8 
Attorneys  for,  in  every  district  represented  on  Naval  Committee 

(Lilley) » 

Attorneys  for,  in  Hobson 's  and  Padgett's  districts  (Lilley) JJ 

Attorneys  for,  witnesses  named  as,  will  discover  more  (Lilley) ^J 

Bonds  of,  none  (Rice) g 

Bribery,  has  not  attempted  directly  or  indirectly  (Frost) j*j 

Bridgeport  Brass  Company,  no  contracts  with  (Ferry) jj 

Builds  boats,  yachts,  launches,  etc.  (Spear) " ** 

Business  of,  in  Michigan  (Rice) *" 

Butler,  Marion — 

Attorney  for,  in  Washington Jj 

(  ontract  with  verbal ^ 

Campaign  contributions — 

lias  made  none  (Barnett) j*J 

Have  not  made  (Frost) *~ 

How  to  ascertain  if  made  by  (Lilley) ,~ 

None  made  by  (Johnson) .." Jj 

None  made  by  (Treadwell) -4U 

Campaign  funds —  ^ 

<  ontributions  to,  by  ('Lilley) * 

Never  expended  for  (Rice)" j? 

Capital  stock  and  dividends  of  (Rice) *? 

Capital  stock,  amount  of  (Chas.  Eaton  Creecy) * 

Charges  against  improper  methods  by  (Lilley) -. 

Charges  of  corrupt  practices  on  the  part  of J 

Commissions,  not  paid  by  (Rice) ** 
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L.ECTRIO- TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY— Continued.  Page. 
^Testimony  relative  to — 

Competition,  does  not  object  to  (Butler) 136 

Competition,  Frost  courted  (Gordon) 391 

Concerning  one-half  of  appropriation  (Gordon) 416 

Connecticut  legislature,  resolution  requesting  Congress  to  investigate.  1256 

Contracts  by,  Lilley  not  in  favor  of  monopoly  of  (Kellogg) 385 

Contracts  for  balance  of  appropriation  demanded  (Rice) 448 

Contract  with  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 83 

Contract  with  Vicker  Sons  &  Maxim  Company  (Lilley) 38 

Cowart,  Robert  E.,  attorney  for  (Lilley) 49 

Cowart,  Robert  E.,  contract  with  (Frost) 501 

Creecy,  Charles  Eaton- 
Compensation  16.000  per  annum,  absolute,  payable  monthly 83 

Contract  burned  together  with  other  papers 83 

Details  of,  not  familiar  with  (Rice) 443-444 

Directors  American  citizens  (Rice) 453 

Does  not  control  facts  concerning  submarines  (Rice) 457 

Efforts  to  influence  Navy  Department  by,  pronounced  false  (Rice). . .  425 

Efforts  to  secure  legislation  (Lilley) 38 

Employees  of  (Rice) 460 

Employees  of,  no  knowledge  (Rice) 459 

Employment  with,  no  connection  with  political  work  in  Michigan 

(Gordon) 394 

Erly,  Angus  A.,  charged  with  being  in  employ  of 1040 

Excessive  profits — 

Do  not  receive  (Flint) 1449 

Newspaper  men  informed  as  to,  (Webster) 1264 

Fessenden,  Mr.,  reference  to,  as  attorney  for  (Kellogg) 382 

FesBenden,  Samuel,  employed  as  counsel  for  (Frost) 505 

Financial  management  of  (Rice) 440 

Financial  system  of  (Rice) 440 

Foreign  business  of  (Rice) ' .  426 

Foreign  control  of  stock  (Rice) 454 

Foreign  stockholders,  refuses  to  name  (Rice) 453 

Fore  River  Ship  Building  Company,  contracts  with  (Metcalf ) 279 

Frost  offers  Sands  contingent  fee 113 

Funds  of  and  payments  by,  how  made  (Rice) 450 

Gordon,  W.  D.— 

Arrangement  with  for  employment  of 390 

Attorney  for  (Lilley) 49 

Compensation  to,  from,  leave  open 391 

Did  not  suggest  for  Congress  (Edinborough) 697 

Employment  with,  not  contingent 390 

General  purpose  of,  in  retaining 392 

Never  agreed  to  withdraw  as  candidate  for  Congress  in  considera- 
tion of  support  of  legislation  favoring 392 

Paid  $500  as  retainer  by,  through  Frost 391 

Retained  after  appointment  of  Loud  to  Naval  Committee 774 

Services  rendered 504 

Tripe  made  by,  in  interest  of 391 

Verbal  contract  with,  as  attorney 390 

Government  had  boat  built  on  plans  of  (Skerrett) 897 

Hill,  E.  J. ,  offered  resolution  to  investigate  (J.  C.  Lake) 1258 

History  of,  stated  to  Nav v  Department  (Goraon) 396-397 

Holland,  John  P.— 

Employed  (Rice) 457 

Retired  voluntarily  from  (Rice) 457 

Improper  practices  charged  by  Lilley  (Webster) 1275 

Johnson,  Arthur,  employed  by  (Adams) 1169 

Johnson,  Norman  G.,  general  attorney  for 727 

Kellogg,  John  P.— 

Attorney  for  (Lilley) 49 

Contract  between,  continuing 388 

Did  not  confer  with  Senator  Marion  Butler  or  Mr.  McNeir  concern- 

ing  affairs  of 382 

No  directions  from  officere  or  stockholders  of 383 

Retained  by,  as  counsel S70 
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ELECTRIC  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY— Continued.  tot- 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Kerr,  Dr.  W.  R.,  compensation  received;  none  from 120 

Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company — 

Active  competitor  of  (Lilley) 38 

Consolidation  with  (Flint) 1424 

Endeavored  to  secure  control  of  (Lake) 1083 

Make  offer  for  United  States  rights  (Lake) 1068 

Property  of,  in  Connecticut  attached  by  (Lake) 1085 

Threatened  suit  for  infringement  against  (Lake) 1061 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Attempt  by,  to  influence  action 29 

Condemned  methods  of  (Webster). 1302 

Did  not  suggest  conference  with  Taylor 474 

Vote  of,  not  asked  at  instigation  of 477 

Litigation  of,  has  not  appeared  for,  in  (Gordon) 392 

"Lobby"— 

Charged  with  maintaining 5,28,32 

Company  has  never  employed 738 

Lord,  Frank  B.,  never  in  employ  of 252 

Loud ,  conferences  with,  did  not  direct  or  request  Gordon  to  hold 392 

McNeir,  Charles  S. ,  allowed  current  expense  account 152 

Make  best  submarines  (Butler) 75 

Members  of  Congress — 

Never  assisted  or  helped  defeat  (Johnson) 736 

None  stockholders  in  (Rice) 459 

Naval  bill,  1907 ,  Senate  amendment  not  drafted  by  (Frost) 508 

Naval  Committee,  alleged  influence  of  to  secure  appointments  on 

(Lilley) : 9 

Naval  Committee,  defeat  of  Members,  charged  against 5 

Navy  Department,  efforts  to  influence  by,  charged 5 

;  Nelson  invention,  purchased  by  (Frost) 512 

Newspaper  men,  know  of  none  employed  by  (Butler) 133 

Newspapers,  charged  with  subsidizing 5 

Newspapers  not  subsidized  by  (Treadwell) 741 

No  business  except  to  secure  Government  contracts  (Lilley) 34 

No  communications  with  reference  to  (Lilley) $* 

No  officer  of  the  Navy  Department  stockholder  in  (Rice) 459 

None  other  than,  could  compete  before  October  1,  1908  (Skerrett)  —     8W 

Not  consulted  with  (Skerrett) 884 

Notes  of,  held  by  Lake  (Lake) 1096 

Notes  of,  refuses  to  mention  (Rice) 459 

Officers,  etc.,  of,  no  improper  or  corrupt  conduct  on  part  of  (Gordon) .     395 

Officers  of  (Rice) 449 

Official  connection  with  (Rice) 449 

Patents  of,  license  to  use,  granted  Vickers  Sons  &  Maxim  (Rice) 450 

Patents,  new,  acquired  (Butler)  . 130 

Places  of  business  of  (Rice) 424,425 

Plants,  at  Quincy,  Mass.,  New  Suffolk,  Long  Island,  and    Bayonne 

( Spear) 240 

Policv  of,  in  acquiring  patents  (Rice ) 443 

Profits  of  (Lilley) 32 

Profits  of  (Rice) 444-445 

Programme  of,  ignorant  of  how  Loud  voted  on  (Gordon) 420 

Proposed  amalgamation  with  Lake  ( 'orapany  (Rice) 445 

Protector,  demanded  building  of,  stop  (Lake) 1094 

Provision  for  competitive  test  on  or  before  October  1,  would  award 

entire  appropriat  ion  to  ( Skerrett ) W  t 

Purely  American  (Rice) 455 ' 

Relations  of,  to  Holland  Submarine  ( 'onipany  t  Rice ) 4» 

Reprehensible  practices,  charged  with,  by  Lilley  (Webster) 1275 

Responsibility  for  general  policy  of  ( Rice). . .". 427 

Spear,  Lawrence — 

Contract  with,  in  writing 2W 

Salary  paid  to  (Spear) 29 

Stock  in,  none  owned  by  Government  officials  ^ Frost) 515 

Sublets  contracts  to  Fore  River  Works  (Lilley) * 

Sublets  75  per  cent  of  work  (Spear) J* 
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SI^ECTRIC  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarines,  no  authority  from,  to  promise  manufacturers  orders  in 

case  of  favorable  legislation  (Kellogg) 381 

Stock  held  in  Europe  or  England,  wfll  furnish  privately  information 

concerning  (Rice) 454 

Stock,  sale  of 83 

Stockholders,  will  furnish  list  of,  privately  (Rice) 459 

Submarines,  no  direction  from,  as  to  number  to  be  urged  (Kellogg) 378 

Taylor,  F.  A.,  corresponded  with,  concerning  air  flasks 472 

Taylor,  Franklin  J.,  no  knowledge  of  contracts  between  (Kellogg) 376 

Thought  entire  appropriation  of  1907  should  go  to  (Gordon) 417 

Transactions  of,  must  necessarily  remain  in  secret  possession  of  (Lilley) .  29 

Treasurers  of,  did  not  always  consult  (Rice) 449 

Value  of  plants  used  by,  refuses  to  state  (Rice) 459 

Vickers-Maxim,  controlled  by  (Flint) 1424 

View  of,  not  presented  to  Loud  (Gordon) 393 

Visits  to  Washington  on  business  for  (Gordon) 395 

Would  not  act  for,  unless  its  boat  meritorious  (Gordon ) 391 

Wrongful  methods  of,  definition  (Lilley) 62 

ELLIS,  WM.  R.  (a  Representative  from  Oregon) 1629 

Testimony  of— 

Archibald,  no  not  remember  meeting 1631 

Battle  ships  and  submarines,  no  connection  between  in  committee . . .  1630 

Battle  ships,  voted  for  four 1629 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Froet). .  500 

Japan,  knew  power  of,  on  Pacific 1633 

Naval  Committee,  did  not  seek  appointment  to 1632 

Pacific  coast,  sentiment  on,  for  submarines 1630 

Petitions,  etc.,  favoring  submarines,  have  not  received 1632 

EL.  NOROESTE,  Spanish  paper,  quoted  (Rice) 433 

ENGINES  (see  also  Submarines): 

Report  of  board  on,  visit  to  Navy  Department  concerning  (Gordon ). . 416 

ENGLAND  (see  also  Foreign  governments): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Holland  type  of  boats  adopted  in  (Rice) 454 

Number  of  submarines  in  (Rice) '. 454 

ENGLISH  AND  GERMAN  SUBMARINES.     (See  Submarines.) 
ENGLISH  BOATS.     (See  Foreign  boats.) 
ENGLISH  GOVERNMENT: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Alleged  refusal  of,  to  renew  agreement  with  Vickers  Sons  &  Maxim 

(Rice) 455 

Given  benefit  of  developments  if  not  secret  ( Rice  j 453 

ENGLISH  SUBMARINES  (see  also  Submarines): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Construction  of,  a  secret  (Spear) 225 

ENOS,  PRESIDENT,  Bridgeport  Board  of  Trade: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Conversation  with  (Ferrv ) 676 

ENTERTAINMENT.     (See  Members  of  Congress;  Frost,  Elihu  B.) 

ERLY  &  LORD,  admitted  being  paid  (Lilley) 48 

ERLY.  ANGUS  A.,  newspaper  correspondent.  Washington.  D.  C 1039 

Offers  to  testify 201 

Testimony  of— 

Borrowed  money,  statement  as  to 779 

Broussard — 

Conversation  with,  at  Shoomakers 778, 1044 

No  money  offered  to , 1045 

Went  to  Shoomaker's  saloon  with 1044 

Electric  Company,  never  in  employ  of 1040 

House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  Treasury  Department,  now 

clerk  of 1043 

Investigation,  was  anxious  to  bring  about 1047 

Knopf,  Phillip,  appointed  to  clerkship  by 1043 

Lake  people,  Lilley  denies  operating  on  behalf  of 1047 

Lake  question  ought  to  be  gone  into 1046 

L  .          Lilley,  accused  by,  of  being  in  employ  of  Electric  Company 1047 
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ERLY,  ANGUS  A.— Continued.  *•««. 

Testimony  of— 

Lilley,  an/i  Lake  Company  ought  to  be  investigated 778 

Lilley,  called  by  first  name  by 1047 

Lilley  investigation,  conversation  with,  concerning 1046 

Lilley  warned  against,  as  in  employ  of  Electric  Boat  Company 1040 

Lord  wrote  articles  for  Electric  Company 1041 

McNeir,  Charles  S.— 

Have  distributed  articles  for 1040 

Never  asked  about  Congress,  or  Naval  Committee 1040 

Newspaper  articles,  no  money  spent  to  color 1041 

Norcross,  asked  by  Lilley,  concerning  fixing  the  committee 1044 

Press  Committee — 

Statement  before,  as  to  money  received  from  McNeir 1043 

Suspended  by 1041 

Press  gallery,  reinstated  after  trial P 1042 

Ripley,  Geo. ,  not  acquainted  with 1044 

Rodenberg,  W.  A.,  indorsed  for  clerkship  by 1043 

Shoemaker's  explanation  as  to  statement  made  at 1047 

Splain,  Maurice,  chairman  press  committee 1042 

Stadden,  Corry ,  present  at  interview  with  Broussard 1046 

Suspension  by  press  committee,  statement  as  to 1042 

Tinker,  Jackson,  at  Shoomaker's  with  Broussard  and  Erlv 1045 

United  Press  Association,  employed  by  until  time  of  Lilley  charges. . .     1039 
Wooley,  R.  W.— 

Conversation  with,  concerning  Lilley  charges 1041 

Promised  to  counteract  story  told  Lilley 1045 

Told  Lilley  of  Erly  and  Broussard 1044 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Employment  by  McNeir,  knew  of  (Frost) 496 

Literary  work — 

Amount  received  for  (McNeir) 152 

Payment  for  (McNeir) 151 

Not  employed  (Rice) 466 

Testimony  of,  parts  not  printed  (Webster) 1264 

EUROPE,  impression  of  ' '  Lilley  investigation  "  in  (Rice) 433-434 

EUROPEAN  CONCERNS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Consulted  with  (Skerrett) 834 

EVENING  POST.     (See  Bridgeport  Evening  Post.) 
EVEN-KEEL  TYPE.     (See  Submarines.) 

EVIDENCE,  affidavits,  letters,  and  telegrams  not  considered  (Boutell) 905 

EXCELSIOR: 

Testimony  relative,  to — 

Sailed  on,  New  Orleans  to  Habana  (J.  C.  Lake) 1218 

EXCESSIVE  PROFITS:    (See  also  Profits.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Statement  concerning  (Lilley) 1323 

Submarines,  none  in  (Flint) 1449 

United  States  does  not  pay  (Flint) 1454 

EXPENDITURES  IX  TREASURY  DEPARTMENT— COMMITTEE  ON: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Erlv,  now  clerk  of 1043 

EX-SEN  AfORS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Practice  as  to  appearing  before  committee  (Butler) 79 

FAHY,  MR.: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Butler  case,  gave  information  concerning  (Webster) 1268 

Connecticut  paper,  writes  for  (Webster) 1269 

FAUCETT,  MR.: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Chief  clerk  Bureau  Supplies  and  Accounts,  acquainted  with  ^Skerrett).      862 

Do  not  recall  getting  information  from,  about  N elson  report  (Skerrett) . .      862 

FENIAN,  built  by  Holland  r Charles  Eaton  Creecy) '. . .        81 
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FERGUSON,  SAM:  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to-*- 

Affidavit  made  by  (Lake) 1105 

Affidavit  of ,  sent  to  Neff 1107 

Affidavit  of,  sent  to  Neff  (Lake) 903 

Affidavit  of  (Neff) 905 

Lake  boats,  electrician  of  (Lake) 1105 

FERRY,  CHARLES,  metallurgist,  salesman  of  Bridgeport  Brass  Company, 

Bridgeport,  Conn.    See  also  Bridgeport  Brass  Company 672 

Appointment  with  Lilley,  made  through  Kellogg 36 

Interview  with  Mr.  Lilley,  time  and  place  of 35 

Reference  to  (Kellogg) 386 

Subpoenaed 422 

Testimony  of— 

Boston  Herald,  article  from,  denies  truth  of 680 

Connecticut  Congressman  did  not  write  to 677 

Electric  Boat  Company,  no  contracts  with 672 

Enos,  president  of  Bridgeport  Board  of  Trade,  conversation  with 676 

Fore  River  Ship  Building  Company,  supply  articles  t«> 672 

Hill,  E.  J.— 

No  communication  with  concerning  submarines 677 

Should  know  Bridgeport  Brass  Company  was  making  materials 

for  submarines '. 677 

Judson,  Stiles,  acquainted  with 683 

Kinsbury,  F.  H.,  jr. — 

Manager  Bridgeport  Brass  Company 672 

Requested  me  to  go  to  Washington 680 

Lake  Boat  Company,  no  contracts  with 672 

Lilley,  George  L. — " 

Conversation  with  concerning  $2,000  profit 678 

Interview  with  concerning  submarines 673, 674 

Introduced  to,  by  John  Kellogg 673 

Requested  vote  for  submarines  of  Holland  type 675 

Submarines,  not  enthusiastic  over 675 

Vote  on  submarines  would  not  influence  our  contracts 681 

Political  affairs,  Bridgeport  Brass  Company  takes  no  part  in 675 

Salesman,  duties  as 672 

Submarines,  did  not  go  to  Washington  in  interest  of  any  particular 

boat 681 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Affidavit,  made  concerning  (J.  C.  Lake) 1210 

Bribe,  no  suggestion  of.  to  (Kellogg) * 388 

Contract  not  offered  to,  for  aid  in  legislation  (Bowles) 1738 

Electric  Company,  requested  to  help  by  Admiral  Bowles  (J.  C.  Iiake)  1212 

For  Holland  boats;  appropriation  (Lillev) 36 

Hill,  E.  J.— 

Letter  written  to  (Lake) 1108 

Requested  having  interview  with  (Bowles) 1738 

Kellogg,  John  P.— 

acquainted  with 376 

Introduced  by,  to  Mr.  Lilley 377 

Purpose  of  conversation  between 380 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Conversation  between,  discussed * 379 

Did  not  request  influencing  of,  bv  (Bowles) 1738 

Had  talked  with  ( Rice) 460 

Introduced  by  Kellogg,  John  P 377 

Suggested  line  of  conversation  between  (Kellogg: 379 

Submarines,  no  correspondence  with  Kellogg  concerning 377 

FESSENDEN,  SAMUEL: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company,  employed  by  as  counsel  (Frost) 505 

FIFE,  GEORGE  BUCHANAN,  Editor  Harper's  Weekly: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Skerrett  discussed  submarine  article  with 796 
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FLETCHER,  CAPTAIN,  U.  S.  Navy:  *■*- 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 856 

Times  and  places  of  meeting  (Skerrett) 857 

FLINT,  CHARLES  R.,  Merchant,  4  East  Thirty-sixth  street,  New  York: 

Snyder,  J.  Frank,  appears  as  counsel  for 1423 

Testimony  of— 

Aldnch,  Senator,  met  on  coming  to  Washington 1440 

Berg,  Hart  O.,  employment  of ._ 1456 

Browne,  Grant  Hugh — 

Did  not  regard  as  authorized  agent  of  Electric  Company 1428 

Electric  Company  has  never  stated  he  represented 1433 

Not  in  employ  of. 1444 

Reported  result  of  Lake  interview  to 1426 

Bulkeley,  Senator,  not  acquainted  with 1435 

Consolidation  of  companies,  conversation  with  Browne  concerning 1425 

Consolidation  of  submarine  companies,  in  favor  of 1451 

Detectives,  not  mentioned  by  Rice  or  Frost 1452 

Electric  Company  and  Lake  Company,  consolidation  of 1424 

Electric  Company — 

Browne  aid  not  see  me  on  behalf  of 1425 

Knew  of  no  authorized  proposition  from 1459 

No  connection  with 1437 

No  conversation  with  any  representative  relative  to  investigation.  1437 

Understand  controlled  by  Vicker  Maxim 1424 

Excessive  profits,  United  States  does  not  pay 1454 

Flint  &  Co.,  a  partnership,  members  of 1447 

Foreign  governments,  purchasing  boats,  declines  to  enumerate 1453 

K               Gilsey  BLouse,  no  proposition  for  meeting  at 1452 

Hopkins  &  Hopkins,  met  at  Washington 1441 

Hurd,  not  acquainted  with 1451 

Investigation — 

Conversation  with  Browne  concerning 1436 

First  learned  of,  through  newspapers 1439 

General  talk  as  to 1453 

Have  done  nothing  to  hinder  or  delay 1438 

No  interest  in 1434 

Lake  boats  only  sold  to  foreign  governments 1448 

Lake  Company — 

Contracts  with,  for  foreign  sales 1454 

Has  made  good  on  results 1450 

No  authority  to  sell  (J.  C.  Lake) 1243 

No  connection  with 1437 

No  connection  with,  in  United  States 1423 

Not  a  stockholder  in 1424 

Lake — 

Conversation  with,  concerning  consolidation 1429 

Named  no  figures  to,  for  consolidation 1426 

Showed  note  of  Electric  Company 1453, 1459 

Submitted  no  figures  to 1434 

Telephone  conversation  with,  no  recollection  of 1429 

Lake,  J.  C,  called  at  New  York  office 1442 

Lake,  Simon — 

Do  not  remember  telephoning  to 1456 

Successful  record  of 1461 

Testimony  as  to  conversation  in  general,  correct 1458 

Lake-  thought  "Browne  came  from  Rice 1460 

Patent  interests  of  companies,  advantage  of  consolidating 1426 

**  Peace  and  plenty  of  it,"  do  not  remember  using  expression 1438 

Profit  on  submarines,  not  excessive 1449 

4 *  Promotion ?*  and  "  Organization,' '  distinction  between 1446 

Proposition,  submitted  none  to  Lake  Company 1435 

Russia — 

Amount  of  telegraph  bill  to 1455 

Pending  contracts  with 1454 

s*  ubmarines — 

Have  sold  to  foreign  governments ." 1423 

No  interest  in  United  States  business 1434 
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LINT,    CHARLES  R.— Continued.  Page. 

Testimony  of— 

Tonnage,  or  displacement,  important  factor  of  cost 1449 

United  States  does  not  pay  more  for  submarines  than  foreign  gov- 
ernments      1448 

Testimony  relative  to — 
Interviews  with — 

Concerning  (Lake) 1103 

Concerning  purchase  of  Lake  Company  (Rice) 437 

Xake  Company's  agent  abroad  (J.  C.  Lake) 1241 

lake  Company — 

'  Endeavors  to  purchase  controlling  interest  in  (Lake) 1085, 1086 

Not  employed  by  (Lake) 1094 

Russian  Government,  representati ve^>f  (Lake) 1095 

''LINT   «fc  CO.,  BROAD  STREET,  NEW  YORK: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake  Company,  selling  agents  of  (Lake) 1095 

Partnership,  members  of  (Flint) 1447 

FORDNEY,  J.  W.  (a  Representative  from  Michigan): 
Testimony  relative  to —  " 

Gordon,  W.  D.,  do  not  know  as  to  taking  with  (Edenborough) 711 

FOREIGN  BOATS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Makers  of  (Lilley) 38 

"FOREIGN  CONCERNS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Relations  with  Electric  Boat  Company  (Rice) 426 

YORE   RIVER  IRON  WORKS,  of  Quincy: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Mass.,  contracts  sublet  to  (Lilley) 34 

FORE  RIVER  SHIP  BUILDING  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Bridgeport  Brass  Company,  sold  material  to  (Lake) 1108 

Business  relations  between,  and  Bridgeport  Brass  Company  (Kellogg) . .      377 
Congressmen,  no  knowledge  of  communication  of,  to  influence  (Rice).      460 

Cuttlefish,  what  paid  for  construction  of,  refuses  to  state  (Rice) 458 

Electric  Boat  Company,  contracts  with  (Metcalf ) 279 

Subcontracts  with  (Rice) 444. 

FOREIGN  GOVERNMENTS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Commissions  sent  to  United  States  on  submarines  (Lake) 1117 

Contracts  with,  statement  as  to  (Lake) 1097, 1098 

Lake  boats  only  sold  to  (Flint) 1448 

Lake  Company — 

Builds  boats  for  (Skerrett) 826 

Contracts  with,  for  sales  to  (Flint) 1454 

Officials  records  of,  allow  excerpts  to  he  taken  from  (Skerrett) 874 

Patents  on  submarines,  statement  as  to  (Lake) 1112 

Policy  of,  concerning  submarines  (Rice) 44 

Reports  of — 

As  to  confidential  (Skerrett) 874 

How  treated  with  respect  to  journals  (Skerrett) 875 

Ship  work,  comparative  cost  of  to  the  United  States  (Capps) 292 

Submarines,  sold  to  (Flint) 1423 

Treason,  as  to  what  would  constitute  in  divulging  secrets  of  (Skerrett) . .      876 

United  States  behind ,  in  submarine  construction  (Skerrett) 806 

United  Statee  does  not  pay  more  for  submarines  than  (Flint) 1448 

FOREIGN  MILITARY  JOURNALS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Supervision  of  (Skerrett) 874-876 

FOREIGN  ITINERARY,  testimony  relating  to  (Skerrett) 888-889 

FOREIGN  VESSELS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Comparison  with  United  States  vessels,  impossible 298 

FOREIGN  SUBMARINES  (see  also  Foreign  Governments): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Statements  as  to  certain  (Skerrett) 808 
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ftp. 

FRENCH  SUBMARINE  COMPANY,  not  the  head  of  (Rice) 4S 

**    (See  also  Societe  Francaise  de  Sons-Marin.) 
FRENCH  SUBMARINES: 
0_  .y  Testimony  relative  to — 

* '  i       Data  concerning  (Spear) 234 

FORUM  PUBLISHING  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

President  of  (Rice) 4* 

FOSS,  GEORGE  EDMOND,  a  Representative  from  Illinois,  chairman  House 

Committee  on  Naval  Affairs K3J 

Testimony  of— 

Battle  ships  and  submarines,  no  connection  between,  in  Committee. . .  165* 

Naval  Committee,  votes  in,  onjBubmarines 163* 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Attorney  in  Loud's  district,  told  by  (Lilley) 1563 

Attorneys  of  Electric  Boat  Company,  none  in  district  of  (Lilley) -50 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost) . .  43 

Hearing  requested  before  committee  (Thurston) 1051 

Submarines,  understood  to  be  against  (Neff) 1177 

FOSTER,  CARL,  affidavit  made  in  office  of  (Adams) U# 

FROST,  ELIHU  B.,  attorney-at-law,  New  York  City,  general  manager  Hol- 
land Torpedo  Boat  Company 4*1 

Members  of  Congress  said  to  have  entertained * 

Witness,  subpoena  of,  as  insisted  upon  (Lilley) 23 

Subpoenaed O 

Testimony  of— 

Agents  and  attorneys  have  employed,  for  companies'  interests & 

Bates,  Arthur  L.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of & 

Bribery,  have  not  attempted  directly  or  indirectly 503 

Butler,  M.  C,  contract  with,  as  to &* 

Butler,  Marion — 

Contract  with,  as  to ^* 

No  recollection  of  draft  of  amendment  by 582 

Senate  amendment  1907  not  drawn  by 510 

Butler,  Thos.  S.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 498 

Campaign  contributions,  did  not  make,  to  either  party 503 

Catlin,  Henry,  do  not  know 511 

Congress,  Members  of — 

Denies  lavish  entertainment  of 507 

Spent  no  money  to  defeat 509 

Contract  for  seven  submarines  awarded  November,  1907    &W 

Creecy,  Charles  E.,  contract  with,  duties  of 48* 

Dawson,  Albert  F.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of *W 

Duties  of,  testimony  concerning 491 

Eight  boats,  do  not  know  why  Electric  Company  did  not  receive  con- 
tract for 521 

Ellis,  William  R.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 500 

Erly,  Angus,  knew  of  employment  by  McNeir & 

Expenses  at  Washington,  statement  of 508 

Feseenden,  Samuel,  employed  as  counsel  by  Electric  Boat  Company. .  506 

Foes,  George  Edmund,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 490 

Gordon,  W.  D.— 

Contract  with,  as  to 494 

Knew  of  acquaintanceship  with  Assistant  Secretary  Newberry 495 

Met  in  New  York  City,  not  by  appointment 389 

Retained  by,  March  7,  1906 389 

Services  rendered 5W 

Gregg,  Alexander  Wr. ,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 500 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 501 

Hunton,  Eppa,  no  recollection  of  nature  of  contract  with 4# 

Kitchin,  W  illiam  W. ,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 500 

Lamar,  Robert,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of   501 

Lord,  Frank  B.— 

Knew  of  employment  by  McNeir 496 

Never  requested  to.interview  any  member  of  Congress 498 

Loud,  George  Alvin,  Gordon,  our  attorney,  lives  in  district  of 4# 

Loudenalager,  Henry  C,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 498 
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08T,   ELIHU  B.— Continued.  Page. 
T^atxmony  of— 

McNeir,  Chas.  S.— 

Contract  with,  absolute 493 

Duties  of,  under  terms  of  employment 496 

Members  of  Congress  not  to  be  requested  to  speak  with  or  influence .  496 

Mudd,  Sydney  E. ,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of ,. 499 

Naval  appropriation  bill,  have  no  knowledge  of 517 

Naval  bill  1907,  Senate  amendment  not  drafted  by  Electric  Company.  508 
Naval  Committee  House  of  Representatives,  approached  no  member 

concerning  pending  submarine  legislation 520 

Navy  Department,  officials  of,  no  money  paid  to 506 

Navy,  paid  no  money  to  any  enlisted  man 514 

Nelson,  Lieutenant,  U.  S.  Navy — 

Acquainted  with 511 

Invention  patented •    514 

Purchased  invention  of 512 

Olcott,  J.  Van  Vechten,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 500 

Padgett,  Lemuel  P.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 500 

Roberts,  Ernest  W.,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 499 

Sands,  F.  P.  B. ,  contract  with,  as  to 494 

Secretary  of  the  Navy,  statement  of  number  of  boats  to  be  awarded 

Electric  Company 519 

Stock  in  company,  none  owned  by  naval  officers  or  Government  offi- 
cials.   515 

Submarine  exhibitions,  entertainment  of  Members  of  Congress  at 507 

Submarines,  bids  for,  statement  concerning 521 

Talbot t,  Joshua  F.  C,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 501 

Taylor,  Franklin  A. ,  did  not  procure,  to  see  Lilley 506 

Thomas,  W.  Aubrey,  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of 499 

Watkins,  John  T. .  no  agent  or  att  orne y  in  district  of 501 

Yachts  owned  by  Electric  Boat  Co..' 510 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Appropriation,  exercisevl  over  reported  division  of  (Gordon) 416 

Butler,  Gen.  M.  C. ,  made  contract  with 74 

Correspondence  with  McNeir  as  to  (McNeir) 144 

Entertainment  furnished  by  (Rice) 431 

Kellogg,  John  P.— 

Accidental  meeting  between 384 

Contract  with,  as  to s 494 

Conversations  between 376 

First  met,  in  1906 370 

Length  of  acquaintance  and  relations  with 383 

Submitted  views  in  memoranda  to  Lilley 372 

Visited,  in  New  York 370 

Kerr,  Dr.  W.  R.,  business  arrangements  with 117 

Lavish  expenditures  by  (Lilley) 1577 

Money,  large  sums  of,  spent  by  (Lilley) 1324 

Naval  Committee,  efforts  to  influence  (Lilley) 32 

Newberry  requested  to  present  matters  to,  by  (Gordon) 393 

Newspaper  correspondents  could  prove  by,  undue  influence  by 49 

Political  work  of.  no  knowledge  of  (Gordon) 394 

Questions  asked  about  (Lilley) 58 

Repudiates  action  of  Lynch  in  attempting  to  influence  Hobson  (Spear) .  21 1 

Retainer  paid  by,  to  (Gordon) 391 

Telegram  from,  respecting  engines  (Gordon) 415 

Washington,  came  to,  at  request  of  (Gordon^ 421 

Woman,  discussion  with,  as  to  influence  of,  on  Members  of  Congress 

(Rice) 4C2 

Yale  College,  graduate  of  (Kellogg) 384 

FULTON.    (See  Submarines,  competition  in.) 

FULTON  AND  PROTECTOR.    (See  Submarines,  competition  in.) 

GASOLINE  ENGINE: 

Holland  wanted  in  first  submarine  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 82 

GERMAN  AND  ENGLISH  SUBMARINES.    (See  Submarines.) 
GERMAN  SUBMARINES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 
Data  concerning  (Spear) 227 
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GIFTS:  »* 

Testimony  relative  to— 

No  knowledge  of  any  (Rice) *P 

No  recollection  of  any  (Rice) & 

GILSEY  HOUSE,  NEW  YORK: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

No  proposition  for  meeting  at  (Flint) 1^2 

GIRALDA: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Submarine  trial  Newport,  R,  I. ,  statement  as  to  (McNeir) 1+5 

"  GOATS  FROM  SHEEP."    (See  Lilley;  Members  of  Congress.) 
GOFF.  G.  W.,  East  Hampton,  Conn.: 

Letter  to,  from  Lilley,  March  25,  1908  (Exhibit) 151S  < 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Letter  to,  positive  of  signing  (Webster) 1715 

Letter  to,  written  by  Webster 1*1* 

GOMPERS,  SAMUEL: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Propositions  made  and  answered  (Lilley) 1354 

GOODWIN,  E.  A.:  . 

Testimony  relative  to —  .    I 

Edinborough.  talked  with  at  Bay  City T*5 

GORDON,  WM.D.:  I 

Letters  to  chairman  of  committee  dated  March  16,  1908 205 

Subpoenaed & 

Witness,  desired  as *' 

Testimony  of— 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy — 

Appeared  before  on  all  occasions 3to 

Interviews  with 2 

Attorneys  for  other  companies,  did  not  meet  at  Navy  Department 396 

Butler,  Marion,  reference  to JJ 

Committee  of  Congress,  never  appeared  before  any 395 

Congress— 

Mentioned  as.  but  never  candidate  for . 3S7 

Never  agreed  to  withdraw  as  candidate  for,  for  consideration 39s 

No  business  before,  during  last  two  years  except  for  Electric  Boat 

Company 399 

Departments,  no  recollection  of  visiting  any 42a 

Dewey,  Admiral  George,  reference  to  testimony  of .-     *» 

Edinborough,  nonsupport  of,  politically,  no  connection  with  Electric 

Boat  Company 394 

Private  secretary  to  Congressman  Loud,  declined  to  support,  for 

State  senator 39* 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Arrangement  with,  for  employment  of 3W 

Attorney  for 389 

Compensation  from,  willing  to  leave  amount  of,  for  future  settle- 
ment  v 21 

Employment  with,  not  contingent 390 

Fees  as  attorneys  for,  not  contingent  with  regard  to  legislation —  392 

General  purpose  of ,  in  retaining 392 

Has  not  appeared  for,  in  court 398 

No  official  business  transacted  through,  in  Michigan 389 

Not  directed  or  requested  by,  to  hold  conferences  with  Loud 392 

Officers,  etc. ,  of,  no  improper  or  corrupt  conduct  on  part  of 896 

Paid  expenses  of 391 

Reference  to  brief  of,  referred  to  Attorney-General 396 

Told  Frost  not  familiar  with 390 

Took  up  history  of ,  at  Navy  Department 396 

Trips  made  in  interest  of 391 

Verbal  contract  with 390 

Would  not  act  for,  unless  its  boat  meritorious 391 

Engines,  report  of  special  board  of  inspection  on 415 

Expenses  of,  paid  by  Frost 391 
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>RI>OK,  WM.  D.— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Frost,  E.  B.— 

Came  to  Washington  at  request  of 421 

Confident  of  merits  of  his  company's  boat  and  courted  competi- 
tion   '. 391 

Met  in  New  York  City,  not  by  appointment 389 

Retained  by,  March  7,  1906 389 

Telegram  from,  respecting  engines 415 

Holland  Boat  Company,  history  of,  stated  to  Navy  Department,  by.  396-397 

Johnson,  Norman  G. — 

Acquainted  with 395 

Introduces  Frost  to 390 

Kellogg,  John  P.— 

Acquainted  with 395 

Did  not  confer  with 395 

Lake  Boat  Company — 

Brief  of  Electric  Boat  Company  referred  to  Attorney-General  by 

request  of  attorney  for 396 

Contention  against  giving  appropriation  to 417 

Lake  contract,  as  to  pendency  ot,  on  visit  to  Washington  in  January 421 

Lindsay,  acquainted  with 395 

Littleton,  Martin  W.,  acquainted  with 395 

Lobbying,  did  not  care  to  do  any 393 

Loud,  Geo.  A. — 

Acquainted  with 392 

Constituent  of 389 

Conversations  with 419 

Electric  Boat  Company  view  of,  did  not  present  to 393 

Friendly  to  submarine  legislation 418-419 

Interference  with  politically,  no  knowledge  of 394 

Not  officially  connected  with 389 

Opposed  politically,  since  retained  by  Electric  Boat  Company . . .  393 

Talked  with,  about  submarine  legislation 393 

McNeir  acquainted  with 395 

Members  of  Congress* — 

Did  not  approach  any,  about  submarines 422 

No  improper  conduct  on  part  of  Electric  Boat  Company  in  rela- 
tion to  any 395 

No  knowledge  of  assistance  to  elect  or  defeat 394 

Naval  Committee — 

No  correspondence  with  any  member  of,  concerning  candidacy 

for  Congress 392 

No  direction  to  do  or  say  anything  touching  action  of,  on  naval 

programme 421 

Navy  Department — 

Hostility  of,  toward  Electric  Boat  Company 390 

No  business  before,  except  for  Electric  Boat  Company. 395 

No  secret,  private  or  personal  representation  to  any  officer  of 417 

Representations  made  at 396 

Took  active  part  before,  after  filing  of  brief 395-396 

Newberry,  Truman  H. — 

Acquainted  with  but  not  intimately 392-393 

Matters  presented  to,  by 393 

Not  intimately  acquainted  with 390 

Requested  by  Frost  to  present  matters  to 393 

Political  work,  no  knowledge  of,  on  part  of  Frost  or  Rice 394 

Questions  asked  by  Lilley 418-422 

Retainer  of  $500  paid  to 391 

Submarines — 

Discussed  by,  at  Navy  Department 396-397 

Proposition  concerning 397-415 

Thurston,  ex-Senator,  referred  to  as  attorney  for  Lake  Boat  Company. .  396 

Washington — 

Visited  in  January  and  February 422 
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GORDON,  WM.  D.— Continued.  *•**. 
Testimony  of— 

Washington — Continued. 

Visits  to,  no  business  on  in  last  two  years  except  for  Electric  Boat 

Company 396 

Visits  very  often 389 

Willard  hotel,  never  stayed  at;  always  stayed  at  the  Raleigh 421 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Appropriation  of  1907,  division  of,  between  Lake  and  Electric  Boat 

companies 416 

Attorney  for  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley) 49 

Only  one  employed  from  a  member's  district  (Rice) 440 

Business  in  Washington,  no  exact  knowledge  as  to  (Loud) 774 

Candidate  against  Loud,  not  put  forward  as  (Loud) 777 

Commissions,  none  paid  to  (Rice) 458 

Congress — 

Members  of,  friendly  with  (Edinborough) 712 

Not  suggested  for  by  Electric  Boat  Company  (Edinborough) 697 

Contracts,  visit  to  Navy  Department  related  to,  then  existing 416 

Detroit  News,  articles  from,  in  reference  to  (Lilley) 30, 31 

Edinborough.  Frank  L. — 

Acquainted  with 696 

Candidacy  opposed  by 719 

Requested  by  friends  of  Loud  to  support 420 

Electric  Boat  Company  retained  after  Loud  appointed  to  Naval  Com- 
mittee (Loud  > 775 

Thought  entire  appropriation  of  1907  should  go  to 417 

Employee  by  Electric  Boat  Company  to  influence  Loud  (Lilley) 30 

Employment  of  (Rice) " 465 

By  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley  ^ 30 

By  Electric  Boat  Company  (Rice) 425-426 

By  Electric  Company  regretted  (Loud) 774 

By  Electric  Company,  did  noi  inform  Loud  of 776 

Engines,  report  of  board  on 416 

Frost  exercised  over  reported  division  of  appropriation 416 

Influence  on,  employment  of  (Rice ) 465 

Legal  business  done  by  (Rice) 465 

Loud,  Geo.  A. — 

Acquainted  with,  for  fifteen  years 417 

Angry  and  disgusted  with  Gordon's  imposition  (Edinborough) 703 

District,  did  not  know  lived  in  (Johnson) 729 

Ignorant  of  how  he  voted 420 

Letters,  none  received  from  (Lilley) 57 

Lives  in  Mr.  Loud's  district  (Lilley) 49 

Not  candidate  against,  nor  seeker  of  appointment  from 418 

Not  sent  for  by  Frost  to  control 422 

Not  talked  to,  this  session  of  Congress  concerning  submarines 421 

Served  on  McCullovgh  in  Dewey's  fleet 417 

Members  of  Congress,  no  communication  with ,  regarding  votes  of  ( Rice) .  465 

Michigan  legislature,  standing  in  (Rice) 465 

Michigan,  political  work  in,  no  relation  to  employment  with  Electric 

Boat  Company 394 

Newberry,  Assistant  Secretary  Navy,  acquainted  with  Gordon  (Frost).  495 

No  written  communications  from,  except  printed  matter  (Lilley) 57 

Political  influence  in  Michigan  (Rice) 465 

Political  opposition  not  threatened  by  (Loud) 774 

Services  rendered  Electric  Boat  Company  (Frost) 504 

Statement  concerning  (McNeir) 143 

Submarine  legislation,  did  not  confer  with  I^oud  concerning  (Loud) . .  777 

Submarines,  not  talked  with  Loud  this  session  of  Congress  concerning. .  420 
GOULD  STORAGE  BATTERY  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake  Company,  purchases  machinery  of  (Lake) 1076 

GOVERNMENT  OFFICIALS: 

Bribery  would  not  have  been  permitted  ((Tiarles  Eaton  Creecy) 88 

GRAMPUS.     (S«  Submarines.) 
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GREAT  BRITAIN:  Page. 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Improvements  in  submarines  built  by  (Spear) 468 

GREGG,  A.  W.  (a  Representative  from  Texas): 

Testimony  of. 68-70 

Campaign  expenses,  Days  his  own    69 

Campaign  funds,  received  no  contributions  to 69 

Coward,  R.  B.— 

Never  approached  by,  concerning  submarines 69 

Not  a  constituent 69 

Naval  Committee — 

Member  of 69 

Appointment  on,  how  made 69-70 

Appointment  on,  no  influence  to  secure 69 

Submarines,  not  "approached"  on  subject  of 69 

Williams,  John  Sharp,  presented   recommendations  to,   concerning 

Naval  Committee  appointment 70 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Cowart,  constituent  of  (Lilley) 49 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .      500 
GRIGGS,  JAMES  M.  (a  Representative  from  Georgia): 

Alleged  newspaper  interview  with  Representative  Lilley,  accusing  of  graft, 

denied 9-10 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lilley,  Geo.  L. ,  accusations  by,  concerning  (Lord) 251 

GRIST  v.  CHILDS,  20  Wallace: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

r'  Lobbying  fully  discussed  (Butler) 78 

"HALL  MARK/' his  (Thurston) 1196 

HALSEY  &  CO.,  not  acquainted  with;  no  business  dealings  with  (Rice) 453 

HAMILTON,  E.  L.  (a  Representative  from  Michigan): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Gordon,  W.  D. ,  do  not  know  as  to  talking  with  (Edinborough) 712 

HANDWRITING  {see  also  Carvalho,  David  N.): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Typewriting  easier  of  identification  (Carvalho) 1377 

HARPER^S  MAGAZINE: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

No  knowledge  of  copies  mailed  Members  of  Congress 834 

HARPER'S  WEEKLY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Article  in,  knew  nothing  of  (Lake) 1068 

Holland  boat,  wrote  article  for,  concerning  (Skerrett) 810 

Members  of  Congress,  know  nothing  of  having  been  sent  to  (J.  C.  Lake) .     1240 

Submarines,  article  on,  contributed  by  Skerrett 795 

HARRIS,  ADMIRAL: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 861 

Do  not  remember  getting  specific  information  from  (Skerrett) 862 

HAY,  JAMES,  newspaper  correspondent,  Washington,  D.  C: 

Identified  by  Witness  Webster 1265 

Testimony  of— 

Copy,  went  to  Lilley's  room  for 1315 

Lilley,  received  papers  from 1315 

Webster — 

Have  not  talked  with 1315 

Phoned  me  concerning  copy 1314 

Received  copy  from 1314 

HAYNES,  A.  M.,  clerk,  select  committee: 

Neff?  gives  office  key  to 1191 

Testxmony  oj— 

Typewriters  in  Neff 's  office,  have  written  on 1209 

HEARING,  before  Committee  on  Rules  on  resolution  to  appoint  special  com- 
mittee     4-10 

H  TARINGS: 

Rules,  Committee  on,  on  Mr.  Lilley' 8  statement 381 

33799— vol  2—08 48 
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HEATH,  SPENCER:  * 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Lake  Company,  patent  attorney  for  (Adams) U^ 

HERALDJSEW  YOftK:    (Set  New  York  Herald.) 
HERBERT,  HILARY  A.: 

Subpoenaed 42 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Large  navy,  in  favor  of  (Micou) 751 

Subsurface  boat  company  represented  by  (Berger) Gil 

HILL,  E.  J.  (a  Representative  from  Connecticut): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Bridgeport  Brass  Company — 

Should  know  was  making  material  for  submarines €77 

Tried  to  influence,  to  cease  work  on  behalf  of  Lake  Company  (  Lake)    110? 

Electric  Company,  offered  resolution  to  investigate  (J.  C.  Lake) 1256 

Eni8,  approached  to  influence  (J.  C.  Lake) 1213 

Ferry,  Chas.— 

Requested  interview  with,  by  (Bowles) 1738 

Wrote  letter  to  (Lake) 1108 

Open  competition,  to  make  fight  on  floor  for  (Neff) 1201 

Secretary  of  Navy,  called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion 278 

Submarine  scandal,  advised  against  forcing  on  floor  of  House  (J.  C. 

Lake) 7 12» 

Whitnev  advised  calling  on  (Lake) 1072 

HOBSON  AND*  PADGETT: 
[-Til     Testimony  relative  to — 

M  Attorneys  for  Electric  Boat  Company  in  districts  of  (Lilley) 51 

HOBSON,  R.  P.  (a  Representative  from  Alabama): 

Alabama  delegation,  indorsement  of,  naval  committeeship 343 

Substitute  resolution  offered  by,  on  submarines 423-434 

Subsurface  boat,  text  of  motion  for,  in  committee 1366 

Testimony  of— 

Electric  Boat  Company,  attempt  by,  to  influence  appointment  on 

Naval  Committee* 63-66 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Conversation  with,  about  Naval  Committee  appointment 66 

Substantiates  statement  of,  concerning  Naval  Committee  appoint- 
ment        63 

Naval  Committee — 

Appointment  on,  made  official  application  for 65.66 

Concerning  appointment  on 63, 6* 

Speaker  of  the  House,  Spear  would  bring  influence  to  bear  on 64 

Spear,  Lawrence — 

Acquainted  with  since  1886;  in  Navy  together 66 

Declined  offer  of  influence  from 65 

Naval  architect,  well  acquainted  with 64 

Promised  influence  to  secure  Naval  Committee  appointment 64 

Received  letter  from,  about  Naval  Committee  appointment 63,64 

Williams,  John  Sharp,  concerning  appointment  from,  on  Naval  Com- 
mittee  64,65 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Alabama  delegation  indorse,  for  naval  committeeship  (Clayton) 343 

Appointment  of,  on  Naval  Committee  said  to  have  been  influenced 

(Lilley) 38 

Committee  appointment,  telephone  conversation  concerning  (Spear)..     215 
Committee  membership,  recommendation  of  minority  leader,  conver- 
sation concerning  (Spear) 214 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost) 561 

Practices  of,  reprehensible  (Lilley) , 1507 

Favorable  action,  no  promise  to,  for  (Spear) 236 

Lillev  resolution,  knew  of,  before  introduction  (Lilley) 1364 

Naval  Affairs,  recommended  for,  by  Williams  (Busbey) 347 

Political  assistance,  claimed  to  have  been  given  (Spear) 210 

Spear,  Lawrence — 

Relations  very  friendly  and  cordial «„     209 

Wanted  to  see  about  personal  matter  (Clarkson) 334 
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• 

HOBSON,  R.  P.— Continued.  Pa** 

Testimony  relative  to-— 
Submarines — 

Hobeon  said  four  not  half  enough  (Spear) 212 

O pinion  of  ( S pear) 209 

Talked  at  Capitol  concerning  (Spear) 218 

Views  on,  not  changed  (Spear) 215 

Subsurface  boats — 

.  Details  explained  to  (Berger) 689 

Motion  made  for,  in  committee  (Berger) 693  . 

HOLLAND: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Charles  Eaton  Creecy  caused  to  be  brought  to  Washington 86 

Cost  of  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 86 

Not  built  under  contract  (Rice) 445 

HOLLAND  AND  ELECTRIC  BOAT  COMPANIES,  charges  cover  existence 

of(Lilley) 61 

HOLLAND  AND  PLUNGER. 

(See  submarines,  competition  in.) 
HOLLAND  BOAT:    . 

Testimony  relative  to —  » 
Competition  between,  and  Lake  boat,  thought  Lilley  favored  (Kel- 
logg)       384 

Concerning  patents  of  (Rice) 425 

Not  as  good  as  boats  of  other  navies  (Lilley) 456 

HOLLAND  BOATS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Built  at  Crescent  shipyards  (Spear) 219 

Inferior  to  foreign  submarines  (Skerrett) 795 

HOLLAND  GOVERNMENT: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Had  "boat  built  on  plans  of  Electric  Boat  Company  (Skerrett) 897 

No  submarines  of  Holland  type  under  construction  for  (Skerrett)  895 

No  type  of  submarines  built  for,  other  tfian  on  plans  of  Electric  Boat 

Company  (Skerrett) 897, 898 

HOLLAND,  JOHN  P.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Employed  by  Electric  Boat  Company  (Rice) 457 

Letters  received  from  (Lilley) 1319 

Lilley  requests  summoning  of 1368 

Quotation  as  to  merits  of  submarines,  comment  on  (Rice) 457-458 

Retired  voluntarily  from  Electric  Boat  Company  (Rice) 457 

Stock  interest  in  boat  companies,  refuses  to  state  what  (Rice) 457 

Will  not  state  what  paid  to  (Rice) 457 

HOLLAND  OR  LAKE,  anybody  can  build  better  boats  than  (Lilley) At 

HOLLAND  PATENTS,  injunction  against  using,  by  Holland  (Rice) 457 

HOLLAND  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY  (see  also  Electric  Torpedo  Boat 
Company): 

Charges  against,  resolution  to  investigate 3 

Charges  against  (Lilley) • 22,  23 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Can  not  build  large  boat  without  hydroplanes  (Lilley) 456 

History  of,  stated  to  Navy  Department  (Gordon) 396-397 

Lobby,  charged  with  maintaining 5-28 

Never  expended  money  for  campaign  funds  (Rice) 462 

Not  now  manufacturing  boats  (Lilley) 34 

Official  connection  with  ( Rice) 449 

Organized  into  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley) 34 

Reorganization  of,  can  not  state  when  it  occurred  (Lilley) 34 

Report  of  Lessler  investigation  of,  referred  to  (Olmsted) 35 

Sands,  F.  P.  B.,  contract  with 108 

Stock,  sale  of  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 82 

HOLLAND  SUBMARINE  BOAT,  development  of  (Rice) 454 

HOLLAND  SUBMARINE  COMPANY,  relations  to  Electric  Boat  Company 

(Rice) 425 

HOLLAND  TYPE: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Competitive  test  on  other  than,  before  October  1, 1908  (Skerrett) 862 

Electric  company  created  demands  for  (Lake) 1100 
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HOLLAND  TYPE— Continued.  P»g*. 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Information  as  to  improvements  in,  how  obtained  (Skerrett) 867-868 

Same  motive  power  could  be  installed  in  Lake  boat  (Skerrett) 849 

HOPKINS  &  HOPKINS,  patent  attorneys: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Flint  met  on  coming  to  Washington 1441 

HOUSE  DOCUMENT  ROOM: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Sample  resolutions  procured  from  (Webster) 1274 

HOUSE  REPORT  No.  3482,  Fifty-seventh  Congress,  second  session,  bribery 

charges 523 

HOUSE  RESOLUTION  No.  264  (exhibit). • 364,1487 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Introduction  of,  statement  as  to  (Lilley) 1500 

Neff's  testimony  as  to.  correct  (Lilley)*. 1499 

Not  prepared  before,  resolut  ion  for  investigation  (Neff) 1492 

Preparation  of,  no  recollection  as  to  (Webster) 1488 

Prepared  in  Lake  office  (Neff) 1489 

Prepared  by  witness  (Neff) 1489 

t        Purpose  of  introduction  (Lilley) 1586 

Statement  concerning  (Lillev) 1545 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  {see  also  Members  of  Congress): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Open  competition,  prepared  fight  for,  on  floor  (Neff) 1201 

HOUSE.  S.  P.     (See  Bradford  Detective  Agency.) 
HOWARD,  WILLIAM  M.  (a  Representative  from  Georgia):   . 

Appointed  on  committee  under  H.  Res.  288 3 

HUGHES.  Mr. ,  no  information  obtained  from  (Skerrett) 865 

HUMPHREY,  W.  E.  (a  Representative  from  Washington): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Pacific  coast,  submarines  for,  concerning  (McNeir) 141 

HUNTON,  EPPA: 

Testimony  relative  to —  * 

Advice  given  as  witness  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 85 

Employment  of  (Rice) 464 

Holland  Boat  Company,  said  to  have  been  retained  by 5 

No  knowledge  of  (Rice) 464 

No  knowledge  of  employment  of  (Rice) 463 

Statement  on  behalf  of  (Butler) 72 

HUNTON,  EPPA,  Jr.,  letter  from,  concerning  connection  of  father  with  Hol- 
land Boat  Company 72 

HUTTIG,  C.  A.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  Cannon,  J.  G.,  letter  to,  indorsing  Hobson 364 

HYDROPLANES  {see  also  Submarines): 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Findings  regarding,  of  board  on  Lake  and  Octopus— disagrees  with 

(Skerrett) 887 

Statement  as  to  (Spear) 222 

IDENTIFIED  EXHIBITS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

All  written  on  Smith-Premier  (Osborn) 1407 

INVENTIONS  SECRET  (Rice) 452 

INVESTIGATION  (see  also  Lilley  investigation): 

Lilley,  George  L.,  testimony  would  defeat  purposes  of 27 

Manner  of  conducting  proposed  by  Mr.  Lilley 17 

Method  of  procedure  discussed 18, 19, 20 

Of  charges  oy  Representative  Lilley — scope  and  purpose  of 14 

Willing  to  extend  to  all  boat  companies  (Lilley) 55 

INVESTIGATIONS,  procedure— practice  respecting  (Lilley) 26 

ITALIAN  SUBMARINES,  data  concerning  (Spear) : . . .      227 

ITINERARY,  FOREIGN  (Skerrett) 888-889 

JAMESTOWN  EXPOSITION .    Voted  against  (Lilley) 1326 

JENKINS,  S.  A.: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Not  acquainted  with  (Lilley) 1527 

Not  acquainted  with  (Neff) 1206 

JEWETT,   ADMIRAL,  appears   before    Naval    Committee    (Charles    Eaton 
Creecy) j$ 
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)HNSON,  ARTHUR:  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Archibald,  information  concerning,  requested  of  (Adams) 1169 

Electric  Boat  Company,  employed  by  (Adams) 1169 

Electric  Boat  Company,  salary  paid  to  (Adams) 1170 

Lake  Company,  duties  with  (Neff) : 1204 

Lake  Company,  press  agent  for  (McNeir) 154 

Newspaper  man  in  Washington  (Adams) 1169 

3BENSON,  NORMAN  G,  attorney  at  law,  New  York  City 727 

S  ubpoenaed 422 

Witness,  desired  as 16 

Testimony  of—  % 

Attorneys  employed  for  Electric  Boat  Company,  names  of 727 

Attorneys  for  company,  names  of  all,  have  been  given  special  com- 
mittee   739 

Butler,  Marion,  scope  of  employment  for  company 730 

Campaign  contributions,  none  made  by  Electric  Comnany . . . : 735 

Congress,  intention  of,  in  making  submarine  appropriation 732 

Electric  Boat  Company,  counsel  for,  authorized  to  employ 727 

Electric  Boat  Company,  general  attorney  for 727 

Expense  account,  statement  as  to 738 

Frost,  head  of  company,  when  Rice  absent 731 

Gordon,  W.  D.,  dia  not  know  lived  in  Loud's  district 729 

Gordon,  W.  D.,  employment  of,  as  to 728 

Herbert  and  Micou  filed  brief  for  Berger  Company 735 

Kellogg,  employment,  as  to 728 

"Lobby,"  company  has  never  employed 738 

McNeir,  attorney  for  company,  valuable  man 730 

Members  of  Congress,  Electric  Company  has  never  assisted  or  helped 

defeat 736 

Navy  Department,  never  appeared  before 731 

Navy  Department,  requested  award  of  contract  for  submarines 732 

Olcott,  J.  Van  V.,  acquainted  with,  never  spoken  to  concerning  sub- 
marines   735 

Olney,  Richard,  as  to  opinion  by 735 

Pamphlets,  etc. ,  company  has  prepared  and  distributed 736 

Parsons,  Herbert,  lives  in  Congressional  district  of 734 

Publicity,  bureau  of,  Electric  Company  has  none 736 

Reid,  Charles,  employed  by  company,  acquainted  with 739 

Rice,  actual  head  of  Electric  Company 730 

Skerrett,  do  not  know  man  by  name  of 739 

Thurston,  filed  brief  for  Lake  Company 735 

Vouchers,  method  of  drawing  and  paying 737 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Gordon) 395 

Consultations  with,  concerning  attorneys  (Rice) 463 

Gordon,  introduces,  to  Frost,  E.  B 390 

JOURNAL  OF  THE  ROYAL  ARTILLERY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Official  connection  with  Government  (Skerrett) 875 

Reproduction  of  articles  in,  gave  permission  for  (Skerrett) 874 

Submarine  article  republished  by  (Skerrett) '. 814 

JOURNAL  UNITED  STATES  ARTILLERY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Article  in,  concerning  Octopus,  refuses  to  give  sources  of  information 

for  (Skerrett) 868 

Article  in,  notning  but  extracts  as  basis  for 877 

Article  in,  prepared  while  abroad  (Skerrett) 856 

Article  on  Protector,  had  forgotten  was  of  Lake  type  (Skerrett) 855 

Article  on  Shark  and  Pcrvoise  as  to  source  of  information  for  (Skerrett)  864 

Article  on  submarines  ( Skerrett) 854 

Article  prepared  for  other  interest  in  subject  (Skerrett) 857 

Article  written  for  (Skerrett) 813 

Articles  in,  information  for,  filed  and  afterwards  destroyed  (Skerrett). 873-874 

Articles  in,  never  received  any  criticism  of  (Skerrett) 879 

Articles  in,  resemblance  to  advertisements  of  Lake  Company  "  coinci- 
dences" (Skerrett) 891, 892, 893 

As  to  course  of  information  for  article  in  (Skerrett) 856 
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JOURNAL  UNITED  STATES  ARTILLERY— Continued.  *•#- 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Do  not  remember  where  information  for,  obtained  (Skerrett) 866 

Knew  Lake  Company  disapproved  article  in  (Skerrett) 892 

Lake  Company  disapproved,  article  in — but  used;  why?  (Skerrett)..  881 

Lake  Company  disapproved  article,  why  (Skerrett) 8® 

No  compensation  for  contributions  to  (Skerrett) 874 

No  pay  for  article  in  (Skerrett) 857 

Wrote  article  in,  also  argument  for  Lake  Company ,  latter  first  (Skerrett) .  883 

JUDSON,  STILES,  counsel  for  Mr.  Lilley 52 

Testimony  relative  to — 

,                 Ferry,  acquainted  with 683 

KAHN,  JULIUS  (a  Representative  from  California) 663 

Testimony  of— 

Lake  Company  called  on  by  representatives  of 663 

Pacific  Coast  proper  defense  of 664 

Statement  as^o  McNeir  interview 663 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Interview  with,  denied  (Simon  Lake) 1099 

Pacific  ('oast,  submarines  for,  concerning  (McNeir) 141, 142 

KEIGWIN ,  CHARLES  A. ,  attorney  for  Lord  in  libel  suit 259 

KELLOGG,  JOHN  P.,  attorney  at  law,  Waterbury,  Conn.: 

Subpoenaed 422 

Telegram  from  to  Franklin  A.  Taylor,  January  30,  1908  (Exhibit) 488 

Testimony  of — 

Battle  ships,  urged  construction  of,  as  well  as  submarines 378 

Butler,  Marion,  not  known  to 381 

Campaign  funds,  no  knowledge  on  Bubject 381 

' '  Ear  marks  of  " 40 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Attorneys  employed  by , 382 

Lilley  not  in  favor  of  monopoly  by 385 

( 'ompensation  for  other  purposes  not  included 388 

Contract  with,  continuing 388 

No  authority  from,  to  promise  manufacturers  orders 381 

Notified  Lilley  of  relation  to 375 

Officially  worked  for 375 

Retained  as  counsel  for,  in  Connecticut 370 

Visited  Washington  for,  concerning  legislation 371 

Electric  boat,  contract  for,  law,  reference  to 386, 387 

Ferry,  Mr. ,  of  Bridgeport — 

Acquainted  with 376 

Conversation  between,»and  Lilley,  suggested  line  of 379 

Conversation  with,  concerning  submarines 377 

Dined  with,  and  discussed  conversation  with  Lilley 379 

Introduced  to  Lilley  by 377 

No  correspondence  with,  about  submarines 377 

No  suggestion  of  a  bribe  offered  to 388 

Purpose  of  conversation  with 380 

Reference  to 386 

Frost,  E.  B.— 

Accidentally  met,  in  New  York 383,3*4 

Became  acquainted  with,  in  1906 370 

Concerning  retainer 3&4 

Length  of  acquaintance  and  relations  with 383 

Visited,  in  New  York 370 

Fessenden,  Mr.,  reference  to 382 

Holland  boat,  thought  Lilley  favored  competition  between,  and.  Lake 

boat 3S4 

Kingsbury.  Mr.,  suggestion  made  to,  concerning  relation  of  Bridgeport  __ 

Brass  Company  to  Fore  River  Works 377 

Lake  boat — 

Contract  for,  contingent 3S7 

Contract  for  3,  discussed  with  Lilley 379 

Contract,  no  connection  with 379 

References  to,  in  conversation  with  Lilley 3S2 

Thought  Lilley  favored  competition  between,  and  Holland  boat. .  384 
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iELLOGG,  JOHN  P.— Continued.  P*«e. 
Testimony  o/— 

Lake  Boat  Company — 

No  knowledge  of  business  relations  between,  and  Taylor 376 

Not  acquainted  with  attorneys,  officials,  or  stockholders 383 

Not  associate  in  libel  suit  against 371 

Relations  of  Lilley  with,  not  improper 386 

Residence  of • 385 

Suit  against,  by  Electric  Boat  Company 370 

Lake  type  of  boat,  contract  for. 383 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Acquainted  with,  between  twenty-five  and  thirty  years 369 

Attitude  of,  toward  Lake  boat 386 

Conferences  with,  on  submarine  legislation,  not  disapproved  by..  380 

Conversation  concerning  Secretary  of  Navy's  report 378 

Conversation  with,  January  30,  1908 377,  378 

Conversation  with,  no  direction  concerning *    378 

Conversations  with 374, 375 

Did  not  threaten 384 

Discussed  submarine  legislation  with 371 

In  favor  of  limited  appropriations  for  submarines 374 

No  criticism  to  make  of  attitude 386 

No  political  influence  to  bear  on 376 

Nothing  reprehensible  in  conduct  of * 386 

Political  and  social  relations,  friendly 369 

Political  supporter  of 384 

Politics,  did  not  enter  into  relations  with 385 

Proper  exercise  of  influence,  will  not  express  opinion  as  to 386 

Relations  with,  since  investigation  began 388 

Still  a  political  supporter  of 385 

Testimony  of,  no  reference  to 382 

Views  submitted  to,  in  memoranda  prepared  by  Frost,  £.  B 372 

Vote  of 884 

Vote  of,  no  intimation  from,  respecting 382 

Loudenslager,  H.  C,  amendment,  did  not  submit  to  Mr.  Lilley 382 

Made  appointment  for  Ferry  to  meet  Lilley 36 

Newspaper  interview  with ". 387, 388 

Newspaper  men  not  asked  to  intercede  with  Mr.  Lilley 376 

Office  held  by .369 

Politics  did  not  enter  into  question 384, 386 

Rice,  acquainted  with 383 

'Submarine  legislation,  never  assisted  any  Congressman  because  he 

favored 381 

Submarines — 

Argument  with  Lilley  for  Octopus  type 379 

Competition  for  award 373 

Competition  in,  favored  by  Lilley 383 

Contracts  for,  understood  Lilley  to  favor  division  of 385 

Differed  with  Lilley  as  to  type 378 

In  accord  with  Lilley 's  views  concerning 371 

Lilley,  George  L.,  certain  number  might  be  advantageous 372 

Newspaper  clipping  concerning  shipment  of  4,  to  Philippines  sent 

to  Lilley - 380 

No  direction  as  to  number  to  be  urged 378 

No  improper  suggestion  if   Lilley  would  favor  legislation  con- 
cerning   380 

No  member  of  Connecticut  delegation  other  than  Lilley  conferred 

with  concerning 375 

Recollection  that  Lilley  favored  4 378 

Suggested  conference  between  Ferry  and  Lilley  concerning 377 

Understood  Taylor  talked  frequently  with  Lilley  concerning 376 

Urge.i  large  number,  30  or  40 ". 378 

Taylor,  Franklin  J.— 

No  knowledge  of  any  contracts  between,  and  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany  .* 376 

No  knowledge  of  business  relations  between,  and  Electric  Boat 

Company  or  Frost .  E.  B 376 
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KELLOGG,  JOHN  P.— Continued.  **•* 
Testimony  of— 

Taylor,  Franklin  J. — Continued. 

No  suggestion  of  bribe  offered  to 388 

Requested  by,  to  see  Lilley 374 

Talked  with,  in  general 374 

Yale  College,  graduate  of 384 

Testimony  relative  to —  • 

Acquainted  with  (Gordon) 395 

Attorney  for  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley) 49 

Earmarks  of,  on  Loudenslager  motion  (Lilley) 40 

Employed  by  Electric  Company  to  influence  (Lilley) 1336 

Handed  written  form  of  motion  to  Lilley 36 

Lilley  approached  by 35 

Lilley,  conversation  with,  concerning  seeing  (Taylor) 489 

No  authority  to  influence  Congressmen  (Rice) 460-461 

Not  conferred  with  (Gordon) ^ 395 

Testimony  of.  would  believe  (Lilley) 1336 

KERR,  Dr.  W.  R.,  637  Rookery,  Chicago.  Ill 116 

Witness,  desired  as 17 

Testimony  of — 

Compensation,  received  none  from  Electric  Boat  Company 120 

Frost,  E.  B.,  business  arrangement  with * 117 

Holland  Boat  Company,  said  to  have  been  retained  by 5 

Lessler  investigation,  was  present  at 119 

Members  of  Congress,  never  spoke  to 118 

Newspaper  men,  no  recollection  of  interviews  with 119 

Poet-Office  and  Poet- Roads  Committee,  appeared  before 118 

Quigg,  L.  E.,  met  at  Waldorf  Hotel,  New  York 118 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Never  employed  or  paid  money  to  (Rice) 464 

KIMBALL,  CAPTAfN,  appears   before    Naval  Committee  (Charles  Eaton 

Creecy) 85 

KINGSBURY,  F.  H.,  Jr.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Bridgeport  (Conn.)  Brass  Company,  manager  of  (Ferrv) 672 

Fore  River  Works,  suggestion  to  tell  Lilley  of  relation  of  Bridgeport 

Brass  Company  with  (Kellogg) 377 

KITCHIN,  WILLIAM.  W.  (a  Representative  from  North  Carolina): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost) . .  500 
KNOPFt  PHILLIP  (a  Representative  from  Illinois): 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Erly  appointed  to  clerkship  by 1043 

KINSLEY,  WILLIAM  J.,  handwriting  expert,  245  Broadway,  New  York. ...  1392 
Testimony  of — 

Anonvmous  letters,  written  on  same  machine  as  identified  exhibits. . .  1397 

Bertiflon  system,  method  used  in 1396 

Identified  exhibits,  all  written  on  Smith  Premier 1397 

Important  cases  connected  with 1398 

Typewriting  identification,  method  of  comparison 1393 

LAKE  {see  also  Submarines): 

Testimony  relative  to —  • 

Completion  and  launching  of  (Skerrett) 847 

Defects  in,  concerning  correction  of  (Skerrett) 862 

Design,  advance  in,  and  construction  between  time  of  completion  of, 

and  construction  of  Octopus  (Skerrett) 847 

Electric  Boat  Company,  onlv  submarine  in  competition  with  those  of 

(Skerrett) ." ". 847 

Sink,  attempt  to 397,448 

Sink,  attempt  to,  article  from  Bridgeport  Farmer 414-416 

Size  of,  difference  in  and  Octopus  (Skerrett) 847 

Submerged  runs  of,  compared  with  Octopus  (Skerrett) 8S2 

LAKE  BOAT: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Competition  between  and]  Holland  boat,  thought  Lilley  favored  (Kel- 

l<*g)                 ; , 384 

Contract  for,  discussed  (Kellogg) 379 
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A.K1E  BOAT— Continued.  Page. 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Contract  lor,  no  connection  with  (Kellogg) 379 

(Kellogg).. 


Contract  for,  purely  contingent  (Kellogg) 387 

Lilley,  attitude  of,  toward  (Kellogg) 386 

Modification  of,  necessary  to  bring  within  terms  of  appropriation  (Sker- 

rett) 898 

Flans  of,  no  room  in  Bafe  for  (Skerrett) ". 894 

Prefers,  to  Octopus  (Skerrett) 848 

References  to,  m  conversation  with  Lilley  (Kellogg) 382 

Remodel,  impossible  to  in  time  for  test  (Skerrett) 897 

,AKE  BOAT  CORPORATION,  residence  of  (Kellogg) 386 

ARE  CONTRACT,  as  to  pendency  of ,  in  January  (Gordon) 421 

jAKE.  J.  C,  vice-president  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  Bridgeport,  Conn. .  1210 

Called  as  witness;  not  present;  reported  out  of  country 490 

Committee  endeavored  to  obtain 905 

Letter  from,  to  Lilley,  requesting  influence.    (Exhibit) 1310 

Referred  to  (Lilley) 37 

Statement  concerning  service  of  Bubpcena  by  Sergeant-at-Arms 1079 

Subpoenaed 422 

Subpoena  of;  not  served;  reasons 901, 902 

Testimony  o/— 

Adams,  Clement  E. — 

Received  no  letter  from,  at  New  Orleans 1214 

Wrote,  giving  address 1217 

Affidavits- 
Made  for  purpose  of  submission  to  select  committee 1213 

No  one  suggested  making 1211 

Attorney-General — 

Reference  to,  talked  with  no  one  except  Thurston 1227 

Secretary  of  Navy  offers  to  make  reference  to 1226 

Bates,  Arthur  L. ,  went  down  in  boat  with  Lilley 1249 

Bath,  Me.,  boats  now  made  at 1230 

Berger,  C.  L.— 

Learned  of  decision,  naval  board,  from 1223 

Relations  with 1223 

Books  of  Lake  Company,  do  not  know  present  whereabouts 1244 

Bridgeport,  first  boat  made  at ]230 

Brooker,  not  acquainted  with 1226 

Brown,  Grant  Hugh — 

Lake  Company,  never  in  employ  of 1244 

No  connection  with  Lake  Company 1246 

Not  acquainted  with 1241 

Competition.  Secretary  of  Navy  wanted 1224 

Congressmen,  have  never  solicited 1249 

Connecticut — 

Legislature,  resolution  requesting  Congress  to  investigate  Electric 

Company,  as  to 1256 

Representatives,  asked  to  see  Secretary  after  award 1229 

Senators  did  not  talk  with,  concerning  reference  to  Attorney- 
General 1228 

Stockholders,  Lake  Company,  do  not  remember  names  of 1232 

Contract — 

No  part  in  making 1262 

Notning  to  do  with  details 1234 

Delhommer.  Mrs.  M.  E. ,  stopped  with,  in  New  Orleans 1215 

Duties  as  vice-president 1210 

Enos  approached  to  influence  Hill 1213 

Excelsior,  sailed  from  New  Orleans  to  Habana  on 1218 

Ferry,  Charles — 

Affidavit  made  concerning 1210 

Requested  bv  Admiral  Bowles  to  help  Electric  Company 1212 

Flint,  Charles  R.— 

Conversation  with,  on  return  from  trip 1242 

Lake  Company  agent  abroad 1241 

No  authority  to  sell  Lake  Company 1243 

Harper's  Weekly,  know  nothing  of  being  sent  to  Members  of  Congress . . .  1240 
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LAKE,  J.  C— Continued,  t* 

Testimony  of— 
Hill,  E.  J.— 

Advised  against  forcing  submarine  scandal  on  floor  of  House 131 

Offered  resolution  to  investigate  Electric  Company 12S 

Investigation — 

Dia  not  know,  was  to  be  made 12a 

Frowned  on  by  counsel 12M 

Had  not  heard  of ,  before  going  to  Hot  Springs 12$ 

No  talk  of,  in  last  two  years 128 

Johnson,  wrote  articles  for  Lake  Company 128 

Lake  Company — 

No  knowledge  of  Lilley  resolution 12» 

Wanted  open  legislation 1281 

Well  satisfied  with  contract  for  one  boat 128 

Lake,  Simon — 

Against  investigation 1283 

Received  no  letter  from,  at  New  Orleans 1214 

Turned  books  over  to 1245 

Legislation  pending,  conversatioas  concerning 12S1 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Do  not  know  of  vote  in  committee * 128$ 

First  meeting  with 12J4 

Lake  boat,  explained  merits  of,  to 123S 

Investigation,  first  heard  of 1251 

Letter  (September  23, 1907)  to  Secretary  of  Navy,  statement  as  to. . .   1256 

Not  present  at  New  WiUard  luncheon 12* 

Went  down  in  boat  before  Newport  trials 1*48 

Went  with  delegation  to  see  Secretary  of  Navy 128 

Marix  Board,  as  to  report  of 1234 

Members  of  Congress — 

No  attempt  made  to  elect  or  defeat EM 

Submarines,  never  talked  with,  about 12M 

Mormose,  steamer  sailed  on 1214 

Navy  Department,  no  information  from,  concerning  tests  or  trials 1250 

Newport  tests,  present  at ^22 

Office,  no  communication  with,  during  absence 1221 

Pacific  Iron  Works,  material  purchased  of •.•  •    1231 

Politics,  Lake  Company  takes  no  interest  in V® 

Postal  cards,  knew  nothing  of  preparation  of ^ 

President,  letter  to,  extract  from !2fi) 

Resolution  of  investigation — 

No  knowledge  of 12» 

Advised  against  offering *2w 

Scientific  American,  advertisements  not  carried  in,  by  Lake  Company.    12* 

Secretary  of  Navy,  saw,  concerning  contract **** 

Service  papers,  advertisements  in 123H240 

Skerrett-  ' 

Acquainted  with Jrj 

Know  nothing  of  documents  received  by,  from  Navy  Department.   12w 

Stock  in  Lake  Company,  two-thirds  held  by  Connecticut  people Jjg 

Stockholders  did  not  request  influence  of **•" 

Subpcrna—  10 

First  notice  of {£? 

Service  of J*j* 

Telegrams,  received  none  at  New  Orleans ^ 

Thurston —  ^ 

Advised  application  for  reference  to  Attorney-General S5 

Never  spoke  to,  concerning  Lilley  matter }^ 


Trip,  details  of. 


1216 


Typewriters,  work  intent  have  been  done  on,  without  knowledge  of...   JJ, 

Wallace,  sent  report  abroad  to Ki 

Washington  Post.  Johnson  paid,  for  article  in JjjJ 

White  House,  have  never  been  to,  except  at  receptions !jL 

Whitney,  F.  B.,  prepared  J.  C.  Lake  letter  to  President HS 

Witness,  did  not  Know  of  being  wanted  as 
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^KE,  J.  C— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 
Affidavit  of— 

Concerning  (Neff) 904, 905 

Statement  as  to  (Simon  Lake) 1107 

Detective,  instructed  to  locate  (Delehanty) 1758 

Investigation,  knew  was  pending  (Adams) 1163 

Lake  Company  in  charge  of,  when  Simon  Lake  abroad  (Lake) 1077 

New  Orleans,  sailed  for,  March  18, 1908  (Leuman) 1756 

New  Willard  luncheon,  guests  at  (Thurston) 1206 

Whereabouts,  date  of  sailing,  addresses,  etc.  (Lake) 901, 902, 903 

AKE   AND  OCTOPUS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Merits,  relative,  disagreed  in  part  with  Senator  Thurston's  contention 

as  to  (Skerrett) 886 

Obsolescent  (Lilley) 42 

Size  and  merits  (Slcerrett) 847 

Speed,  trial  tests  of,  conditions  (Skerrett) 848 

Tests- 
Report  of  board  on,  disagrees  with,  as  to  hydroplanes  (Skerrett) . . .  887 

Report  on,  disagrees  with,  as  to  certain  details  (Skerrett) 887,  888 

Trials,  comparative  analysis  of,  comment  on  (Skerrett) 849-852 

Value  of,  relative,  per  ton  (Skerrett) 848 

LAKE  OR  HOLLAND: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Anybody  can  build  better  boats  than  (Lilley) 42 

LAKE,  SIMON,  president  Lake  Torpedo  Company,"  Bridgeport,  Conn 1059 

Subpoenaed % 422 

Testimony  oj — 

Adams,  C.  E.— 

Affidavit  made  by 1109 

Affidavit  of ,  as  to 1110 

Articles  published  to  enlighten  people  as  to  merits  of  Lake  boat 1060 

Attorney-General — 

Lake,  J.  C,  reported  reference  to 1078 

Not  in  country,  when  law  referred  to 1078 

Austria,  contracts  with 1097 

Baker — 

Came  to  company  from  Navy  Department 1065 

Know  of  no  friends  of,  in  Navy  Department 1067 

Now  in  London 1066 

Bath  Iron  Works,  under  contract  to  build  boat 1075 

Beers  &  Foster,  attorneys  for  company  at  Bridgeport 1069 

Berg,  Hart  O. ,  Flint  &  Co. ,  member  of 1095 

Board  on  Construction,  hands  tied  by  legislation 1094 

Books,  papers,  etc.,  willing  to  show  if  Electric  Company  shows 1080 

Bridgeport  Brass  Company — 

Sold  material  to  Fore  River  Company ♦ 1108 

Tried  to  influence  E.  J.  Hill 1107 

Brooker,  Charles  F. ,  not  acquainted  with 1092 

Browne,  Grant  Hugh,  Flint  came  to  witness  from 1103 

Bulkeley ,  Senator,  acquainted  with 1092 

Campaign  contributions  as  charged  by  Lilley,  no  knowledge 1082 

Catalogues,  sent  Members  of  Congress 1062 

Collier's  Magazine,  Archibald  employed  by 1110 

Consolidation,  conversation  with  concerning  (Flint) 1429 

Construction  more  expensive  now,  higher  speed  required 1088 

Diehl  Manufacturing  Company,  machinery  purchased  of 1076 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

,                       Attached  property  in  Connecticut 1085 

Know  of  no  improper  conduct  by,  in  securing  contracts 1060 

No  knowledge  of  improper  expenditures  by 1059 

Notes  of,  held  by 1096 

Offer  made  to  Lake  Company  for  United  States  rights 1086 

Threatened  suit  for  infringement 1084 

Tried  to  purchase  controlling  interest  in  Lake  Company 1083 
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LAKE,  SIMON— Continued.  *««•• 
Testimony  of— 

Ferguson,  Sam — 

Acquainted  with 1105 

Affidavit  sent  to  Neff 903-1107 

Electrician  of  Lake  boats 1105 

Flint.  Charles  R.— 

Endeavors  to  purchase  Lake  Company's  interest  in  submarine 

business 1086 

Interviews  with 1108 

Not  employed  by  Lake  Company 1091 

Russian  Government,  represented  by 1095 

Second  offer  to  purchase  Lake  Company 1086 

Flint  A  Co.  selling  agents  Lake  Company 1095 

Foreign  GovernmentfiH- 

Contracts  with,  as  to 1097, 1098 

Patents  on  submarines,  as  to 1112 

Gould  Storage  Battery  Company,  machinery  purchased  of 1076 

Hall,  Mr.— 

Approached  by,  concerning  sale  of  interests 1093 

Refused  to  disclose  principals 1084 

Representing  syndicate  made  offer  for  controlling  interest  in  com- 
pany   10W 

Harper's  Weekly — 

Did  not  mail  to  Congressmen 1076 

Knew  nothing  of  article  in 1068 

Hill,  E.  J.— 

Ferry,.  Mr.,  wrote  letter  to 1108 

Whitney  advised  calling  on 1072 

Holland  type,  demands  for,  created  by  Electric  Company 1110 

Infringement  suits  against  Lake  Company  never  brought  to  trial 1085 

Interviews,  have  refused  to  give,  since  investigation  started 1068 

Investigation — 

Regret  ted  start  ing  of 1 104 

Unfortunate  for  submarine  business 1104 

Kahn,  Julius,  no  interview  with 1099 

Lake  boats'  radius  of  action 1088 

Lake  Company — 

Capital  stock  and  dividends • 1097 

Contract  with  Government,  interest  allowance 1090 

Controlling  interest,  ownership  of 1096 

No  one  authorized  to  negotiate  sale  of 1092 

No  bonds  or  notes  outstanding 1076 

Public  press  not  subsidized  by 1070 

Submarine  boat,  highest  price  received  for 1101 

Lake,  John  C. — 

Affidavit  of 903 

Statement  as  to 1107 

As  to  whereabouts,  dates  of  sailing,  addresses,  etc 901, 902, 903 

Correspondence  with,  now  in  London 1078 

In  charge  of  company,  when  witness  abroad 1077 

Statement  concerning  service  of  subpoena  by  Sergeant-at-Arnis. . .  1079 

Telegrams,  none  sent  to 1080 

Whereabout*,  no  knowledge  of  present 10*0 

Lake  system  of  submarines  entirely  different  from  Electric  Company's.  1087 

Lake  type  more  expensive  to  build  than  Octopus  type 1100 

Legislation  pending  unsatisfactory 1101 

Letterpress  copy  books,  will  furnish  if  desired 1079 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Appeared  lukewarm  at  New  Haven  ir. i  ^rviev; 1061 

Met  at  New  Haven,  Conn.,  concerning  1908  submarine  provision. .  1061 

Introduced  to,  at  Navy  Department 1060 

Lobby,  company  has  not  maintained 1070 

Marcfi  trial,  how  brought  about 1114 

Members  of  Congress — 

Did  not  know  intent  and  purpose  of  1907  act 1113 

No  improper  pressure  brought  to  bear  upon 1071 

No  stock  owned  by,  in  Lake  Company 1074 

Started  propaganda  to  educate "mmm  1062 
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:K13S,  SIMON— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Miller,  L.  B.,  director  Lake  Company 1094 

Naval  act  1907,  unfairness  of 1113 

Naval  acts,  circular  containing,  sent  out 1068 

Naval  powers,  submarine  strength  of — .'. 1098 

Navy  Department — 

Do  not  criticise 1113 

Officials,  no  stock  in  company  owned  by 1075 

Should  send  commissions  abroad  to  study  submarines 1117 

Neff,  Abner  R.— 

Affidavits  of  Sam  Ferguson  and  J.  C.  Lake  sent  to 903 

Washington  manager,  duties  of 1076 

Newspapers — 

No  money  paid  for  articles  in 1070 

No  stock  in  Lake  Company  owned  by , 1076 

Subsidized,  no  knowledge  of * 1060 

Newport  trials — 

Government  method  of  conducting,  eminently  fair 1092 

Had  Lake  Company  won,  would  have  claimed  entire  contract 1111 

Present  at 1091 

Pacific  coast — 

Petitions  from  chambers  of  commerce  as  to 1109 

Petitions  favored  Holland  Company 1109 

Patents — 

Of  Lake  Company,  title  to 1091 

On  submarines  in  my  name 1070 

Peacock,  Edward  L. ,  chief  constructor  Lake  Company 1066 

Politics,  company  takes  no  hand  in 1081 

Postal  cards — 

Copy  for  preparation  of 1063 

Prepared  and  distributed  (Skerrett) 836 

Stopped  mailing  when  Lilley  resolution  introduced 1063 

Washington  office,  now  sent  out  from 1068 

Protector — 

Board  on  construction  requested  building  of 1093 

Electric  Company  demanded  construction  of,  stop 1094 

Senate  passed  bill  to  purchase,  killed  in  the  House 1088 

Sought  capital  to  build 1093 

Rice,  Isaac  L.,  statement  concerning  charge  of  Lake  Company  selling 

out 1083' 

Russia — 

Lake  Company  contracts  with 1097 

Lake  Company  owns  plant  in 1075 

Russian  Government — 

Highest  price  for  submarines  received  from 1101 

Thorougn  investigation  by,  submarine  types 1100 

Schofield,  Ex-Lieutenant,  Lake  commandea  by 1099 

Scientific  American — 

Article  in,  knew  nothing  of,  until  after  publication 1068 

Best  article  on  submarines  in  United  States 1068 

Secret  papers — 

Abroad  when  procured 1064 

Sent  me  at  Berlin  from  Bridgeport 1064 

Shujtz,  William  H. ,  private  secretary  of 1068 

Singer  Manufacturing  Company — 

Lake  Company  stock  owned  by  certain  officials  of 1075 

Makes  no  parts  for  boats 1076 

Skerrett — 

Collected  material  for  postal  cards 1062 

On  friendly  terms  with 1065 

Resignation  from  company,  cause  of 1064 

Smith,  Friend  W.,  visited  by  Hall 1093 

Spear,  Lawrence  Y. — 

Paper  on  submarines,  extract  from .^. 1115 

Statement  as  to  paper  by 1114 

Sperry's  bill  fair  submarine  proposition 1117 

Statement  submitted  to  committee,  prepared  by  witness 1092 
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LAKE,  SIMON— Continued.  *»* 
Testimony  of— 
Stock  books — 

Can  be  examined  any  time 1118 

Have  charge  of,  at  present  time 1080 

Submarines — 

Cheaper  when  number  contracted  for UM 

Danger  of  operation 1101 

Most  important  weapon 1098 

Naval  act  should  provide  for,  in  same  manner  as  battle  ships, 

cruisers,  etc 1116 

Profit  on,  as  to  percentage  of 1100 

Taylor,  papers  prepared  by,  should  not  have  been  printed  by  Sker- 

rett 1064,1066 

Thurston,  submitted  brief  to  A  ttorney-General. .  -*- 1092 

Tonnage  price  decreased  in  last  six  years 1091 

United  States- 
Employees,  worked  on  Holland  boats  before  acceptance 1105 

Naval  rank  of 1097 

Submarines  needed  by 1098 

Submarines  owned  by,  out  of  date 1102 

Vickers-Maxim  Company — 

British  Government,  secret  arrangement  with 1099 

Contemplated  purchase  of  Lake  interests  by 1083 

Whitney,  F.  B.— 

Assistance  rendered  by,  while  clerk  to  Naval  Committee 1072 

Private  counsel  for 1069 

Salary  paid 1073 

Vice-president  Lake  Submarine  Company 1069 

Why  employed  by  company 1073 

Willard  Storage  Battery  Company,  machinery  purchased  of 1076 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Anonymous  reports  discussed  on  submarines  with  (Skerrett) 880 

Contract,  requested  delay  in  making  (Metcalf ) 277 

Investigation  against  (J.  C.  Lake) 1253 

Letter,  none  from  (Lilley) 57 

Manager  of  Berlin  office  (Skerrett) 880 

Officer  of  Lake  Company  (Lilley) 37 

President  Roosevelt,  appeal  to,  article  from  Bridgeport  Evening  Post.  397 

Wondered  as  to  who  sent  reports  on  submarines  (Skerrett) 880 

LAKE  SUBMARINE  BOAT: 

Newspaper  clipping  concerning  second  trial  (exhibit) 242 

LAKE  SUBMARINE  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Business  engaged  in  (Lake) 1069 

Controlling  interest  in  owned  by  same  parties  owning  Lake  Torpedo 

Company 1069 

Whitnev,  F.  B.,  vice-president  of  (Lake) 1069 

LAKE  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY: 

Contract  for  construction  (Appendix  D) 314 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Advertisements  of,  resemblance  to  article  in  Journal  United  States 

Artillery,  "  coincidences  "  (Skerrett) 891 ,  892, 893 

Amalgamation  with,  propositions  for,  made  to  (Rice) 445-446 

Appropriation,  concerning  one-half  of  (Gordon) 416 

Appropriation,  contention  against  giving  to  (Gordon) 417 

Archibald,  never  connected  with  (Adams) 1 16* 

Argument  for,  wrote,  also  article  in  Journal  of  United  States  Artillery, 

former  first  (Skerrett) 893 

Attorneys  for  (Lilley) 52-53 

Consulted  with  (Lilley) 53 

Not  approached  by  (Lilley) 53 

Official,  or  stockholders  not  acquainted  with  (Kellogg) 383 

Bath  Iron  Works,  contracts  to  build  boats  (Metcalf) 279 

Bids  as  to  speed,  nojcnowledge  of  (Skerrett) 852 

Bids  of,  under  act  of  1907 1848 

Bids,  under  competitive,  to  make  beet  boat  yet  produced  (Skerrett). .  853 
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LKE  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 
Boat- 
Did  not  try  to  build  beet,  they  could  (Skerrett) 885 

Offered  to  build,  for  $525,000  (Metcalf) 276 

Boats  built  for  foreign  governments  by,  whether  rejected  (Skerrett). .  854 

Boats  of,  built  by  Bath  Iron  Works  (Lilley) 37 

Bonds  and  notes,  none  outstanding  (Lake) 1076 

Books  of  account,  have  charge  of  (Adams) 1154 

Books,  papers,  etc. — 

Production  of,  requested  of 1635 

Statement  concerning  producing  (Thurston) 1081 

Willing  to  show  if  Electric  Company  shows  (Lake) 1080 

Bridgeport  Brass  Company,  no  contracts  with  (Ferry) 672 

Capital  stock  and  dividends  of  (Lake) 1097 

Charges  made  by  (Rice) ; . . .  447 

Competing  company  (Lilley) 37 

Competition — 

Contract  given  to  promote  (Capps) 305 

Unfair  (Rice) 435 

Competitor,  active,  of  Electric  Boat  (Company  (Lilley) 38 

Connecticut  delegation  consented  to  go  to  Navy  Department  on  behalf 

of 1181 

Controlling  interest  in,  owned  by  Lake  (Lake) 1096 

Contract — 

Conditions  of  (Metcalf ) 270 

For  one  boat,  well  satisfied  with  (J.  C.  Lake) 1255 

Given  to  (Rice) 430-448 

Let  to  ( Rice) 445 

Ought  to  be  investigated  ( Erly ) 1046 

With  Government,  interest  allowed  (Lake) 1090 

With  Russian  Government  (Lilley) 44 

Could  buy  out  ( Rice) .• 436 

Disapproved  article  in  Journal  of  United  States  Artillery  (Skerrett).  891-893 

Drawings  and  photographs  of  Octopus  received  from  (Skerrett) 867 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Brief  of,  referred  to  Attorney -General  by  attorney  for  (Gordon) . . .  396 

Consolidation  with  (Flint) 1424 

Proposed  division  of  business  with  (Rice) 438 

Employ  of,  as  to  time  of  entering  (Skerrett) 899 

Flint,  not  connected  with,  in  United  States 1423 

Flint  &  Co. ,  selling  agents  of  (Lake) . , 1095 

Foreign  office  of,  in  Berlin  (Skerrett) 879 

Guaranty  of  speed  of  Lake 848 

Instigation  of  charges,  statement  by  chairman,  as  to 1082 

Investigate,  willing  to  (Lilley) 56 

Investigation  not  instigated  by  (Thurston) 1051 

Johnson,  Arthur  C,  duties  of  (Neff) 1204 

Lake,  J.  C,  conducted  affairs  of  (Adams) 1164 

Legislation,  trying  to  secure  open  (Lilley) 38-39 

Letters,  none  from  (Lilley) 57 

Libel  suit  against,  reference  to 370 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Denied  operating  on  behalf  of  (Erly) 1047 

Relations  with,  not  improper  (Kellogg) 385 

Resolution,  no  knowledge  of  (J.  C.  Lake) 1255 

Neff,  Abner  R.,  entered  service  of 1175 

Negotiations — 

For  purchase  (Rice) 436 

For  purchase  of,'  and  price  (Rice) 438 

On  part  of,  to  sell  out  (Rice) 436 

Nelson  not  in  employ  of,  when  met  (Skerrett^ 855 

New  Wrillard  luncheon,  statement  of  as  to  position  of  (Thurston) 1206 

Octopus,  boat  of,  superior  to  (Skerrett) 887 

Office  of ,  in  Berlin  (Skerrett) 888-889 

Padgett  amendment,  in  effect  favorable  to  (Lilley) 39 

Patents,  title  to  (Lake) 1091 
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LAKE  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY-Continued.  *«* 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Politics,  company  takes  no  hand  in  (Lake) 1081 

Preference  to,  by  Navy  Department  (Rice) 426 

Press  agent  employed  (Mcfteir) 154 

Prices  named  for  purchase  of  (Rice) 437 

Reorganization  of,  proposed  (Rice) 438 

Resigned  from  (Skerrett) 883 

Resignation,  work  done  for  since  (Skerrett) 883-884 

Resolution  emanated  from  (Lilley) 1586 

Resolution  for,  would  not  offer  (Lilley) 1?21 

Sale  of,  no  one  authorized  to  negotiate  (Lake) 1092 

Selling  out,  statement  as  to,  by  Rice,  denied  (Lake) 1063 

Skerrett,  Robert  G  — 

Contract  with,  verbal 815 

Employed  by,  to  go  abroad 792 

Stock  books  can  be  examined  any  time  (Lake) 1118 

Stock,  Connecticut  people  hold  two-thirds .-. . .  1230 

Submarine  under  construction  by,  for  United  States,  motive  power 

discussed  (Skerrett) 848-849 

Subsidiary  companies  of  (Lake) 1069 

Taylor,  F.  A. ,  called  on,  did  not  get  cordial  reception 483 

Thurston,  attorney  for 52, 1051 

Propounds  interrogatories 847 

Represented  (McNeir) 147 

Trust  necessary  to  be  acquired  to  form  (Rice) 435 

LAKE  TYPE: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Contract  for  (Kellogg) 383 

Contract  for,  opposed  to  awarding  (Kellogg) 383 

Protector  had  forgotten  (Skerrett) 

LAMAR,  ROBERT  (a  Representative  from  Missouri): 

Testimony  relative  to — 

^           Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .  501 
LAWYERS.     (Set  Attorneys. ) 
LEGISLATION: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Concerning  charge  to  corrupt  (Rice) 432-433 

Contingent  contracts  with  attorneys  to  obtain  favorable  (Rice) 444 

Electric  Boat  Company  alone  in  efforts  to  secure  (lilley) 38 

Exclusive,  until  after  Attorney-General's  opinion  (Lilley) 1623 

Woman .  no  knowledge  of,  in  connection  with  (Rice) 462 

LESSLER  INVESTIGATION: 

Hearing  on 526 

House  Report  No.  3482,  Fifty-seventh  Congress,  second  session 523 

Kerr,  Dr.  W.  R.,  was  present  at 119 

Lilley.  George  L.,  familiar  with 28 

Occurred  before  service  of  Representative  Lilley 6 

Reference  to 34, 35 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Report  of.  did  not  read  (Lilley) 1568 

LETTER,  ANONYMOUS: 

Received  by  Carmichael.  contents  of 769 

Testimony  relative  to —  # 

Carmichael,  Jesse  L.,  received  February  13,  1908 768 

LETTERS,  ANONYMOUS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Chairman  select  committee,  statement  concerning 1369 

Edinborough  and  Carmichael  did  not  write  to  (^  ebster) 1539 

Examination  of  (Carvalho) 1372 

Number  received  (Webster) 643 

Preparation  of,  no  knowledge  as  to  (Neff) 1499 

Receipt  of,  by  Lilley 62 

Written  on  same  machine  as  identified  exhibits  (Osborn) 1408 

Written  on  same  machine  as  identified  exhibits  (Kinsley) 1397 

Written  on  same  machine  (Carvalho) 1377 

Written  on  Smith-Premier  machine  of  witness  (Neff) 1496 


DTJMAN,  WILLIAM  G.:  Page. 

Assistant  ticket  agent,  New  York 1766 

Teslvmxmy  of— 
Lake,  J.  C.— 

Sailed  for  New  Orleans,  March  18,  1908 1756 

Sold  transportation  in  March,  1908 1756 

[BEL  SUIT: 

Tle&Hmony  relative  to— 

Keigwin,  Charles  A.,  attorney  for  Lord 259 

IBEKTE  Paris  paper,  quoted  ( Rice) 433 

ELIiEY,  GEORGE  L.  (a  Representative  from  Connecticut): 

Affidavits  of  Ferguson  and  J.  C.  Lake  laid  on  committee  table  by 903 

Affidavits  of  Ferguson  and  J.  C.  Lake  presented  to  (Neff) 905 

Barnett,  Maurice,  subpoena  of,  insisted  upon 23 

Bribe,  offered  to  (New  York  Sun) 1281 

Campaign  funds,  expects  to  prove  contributions  to 8 

Charges  by — 

Antedate  service  in  Congress  ten  years 6 

Statement  of * 6 

Counsel — 

May  be  accompanied  by,  and  consult 20 

Permission  to,  to  have,  of  no  benefit 24 

I>e  Armond,  Representative  David  A.,  denies  alleged  newspaper  inter- 
view accusing • 9, 10 

Detectives — 

Alleged  to  be  shadowing 15 

Letter  of  committee  to,  as  to  whether  shadowing  hampers 21 

Dulles,  William- 
Letter  to 263 

Letter  from 264 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Alleged  attempt  by,  to  influence 7 

Officers  of,  should  be  examined  by  attorney 25 

Frost,  Elihu  B.,  subpoena  of,  insisted  upon 23 

Griggs,  James  H. ,  denies  alleged  newspaper  interview  accusing,  of  graft 9, 10 

House  resolution  No.  264,  introduced  by 363 

Illness,  certificate  of,  April  27,  1908 1751 

Interviews  subsequent  to  submission  of  resolution  for  investigation 8-9 

Investigation  of  charges  by,  functions  of  committee  authorized  to  make. . .  25 

Investigation,  purposes  of  would  defeat 27 

Lessler  mvestigation,  prior  to  service  of 6 

♦  Letter,  anonymous,  received  by 263 

Letter  from — 

Clippings,  etc.,  as  to  value  of  torpedo  boats 360 

To  chairman  select  committee,  March  19,  1908 1474 

To  chairman  select  committee,  March  16,  1908 1476 

To  chairman  select  committee,  March  19.  1908 1475 

Letter  of,  to  investigating  committee,  concerning  detectives,  chairman 

authorized  to  reply  to 20 

Letter  to  chairman  select  committee — 

March  28,  1908 1477 

March  30,  1908 1476 

April  21,  1908 1480 

Letter  to — 

From  special  committee  (March  13,  1908) 71 

From  J .  C.  Lake,  requesting  influence  (exhibits 1310 

Letters,  notebooks,  and  papers,  notified  to  produce,  by  chairman 626 

Letters,  papers,  etc.,  argument  of  attorney  against  production  of 1661 

Members  of  Congress — 

Declines  to  name  those  influenced 6-7 

Election  of  certain,  efforts  for  and  against 23 

No  money  paid  to,  as  bribe 8 

Will  indicate  those  influenced  when  investigation  ordered 6 

Names,  declines  to  give  any,  until  investigation  ordered 7 

Naval  Committee,  members  of,  declines  to  name 5 

"New  manufacturer,"  import  of  words  used 683 

New  York  Sun,  article  from,  concerning,  February  21,  1908 1280 

33799— vol  2—08 49 
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LILLEY,  GEORGE  L.— Continued.  ?» 

Patents,  Commissioner  of,  letter  from,  to  Lilley,  concerning  Charles  P. 

Nelson's  application 13fe 

Prosecutor,  not  in  position  of  (Boutell) 2* 

Questions  submitted  by— 

To  Witness  Barnett •» 

To  Witness  Capps JB 

To  Witness  Erly 779,1047 

To  Witness  Ferry «7* 

To  Witness  Frost 510,522 

To  Witness  Gordon 41M22 

To  Witness  Johnson 19 

To  Witness  Simon  Lake 1MB 

To  Witness  Spear 21* 

To  Witness  Treadwell 742 

To  Witness  Vreeland Tfl 

To  Witness  Wooley 734 

Questions  submitted  for  technical  witnesses 3tt 

Resolution  authorizing  investigation  of  charges  by 3 

Resolution  by,  corruption  not  charged  in 4 

Responsibility,  feels  relieved  of 3* 

Rice,  Isaac  L.,  subpoena  of,  insisted  upon,  by & 

Rules.  Committee  on,  statement  to  correct  erroneous  impression  of  charges 

made  before 22 

Sherman,  Representative  J.  S.,  denies  alleged  newspaper  interview  accus- 
ing    9,10 

Testimony,  not  prepared  to  give 15 

Treadwell,  August,  jr. ,  subpoena  of,  insisted  upon  (Lilley) 2J 

Washington  Post — 

Authenticity  of,  admitted  by * 

Interview  in 10-13 

Witness,  waives  service  of  summons  as 2T 

Witnesses— 

Addresses  of.  ready  to  furnish 23 

As  to  order  < if  calling  and  examination  of Kl-5 

Desires  to  call  additional 745 

For  committee  to  say  whether  those  named  by.  shall  be  examined —      24 

Responsibility  upon  committee  to  call  those  named  by -4 

Subpopnas  to,  deterred  until  after  examination  of 21 

Testimony  of— 

Affidavits  given  newspapers,  statement  as  to 1325 

Appropriation  for  submarines,  proposed  to  prevent  competition & 

Armor  plate,  know  nothing  of  prices  for 1360 

Attorneys — 

Assumed  in  other  districts  because  in  mine 1573 

Employed  by  Electric  Company,  statement  as  to ljW 

In  districts,  statement  as  to 1572, 1573 

Large  number  employed  to  represent  Electric  Company 132* 

Names  of,  handed  committee,  failed  to  get 132J 

Names  of ,  not  furnished  by  Neff  or  Thurston 56>&7 

At'Orneys  for  Electric  Boat  Company — 

Employment  in  Congressional  districts f 

In  districts  of  Naval  Committee  members 51-jj 

In  every  district  represented  on  Naval  Committee f 

In  Hobson's  and  Padgett's  districts jl 

Witnesses  named  as,  will  discover  more 49,50 

Attorneys  for  Lake  Company J- 

Consulted  with ** 

Not  approached  by & 

Bannon,  Henry  (a  Representative  from  Ohio),  present  at  conferences 

with  Senator  Thurston jg 

Barnett,  questions  asked  about ™ 

Battle  ships —  . 

And  submarines,  no  linking  together  of,  in  committee 1^7 

Do  not  remember  vote  on,  in  committee Wjl 

Boston  Herald,  extract  from » 

Bowles,  Admiral,  profits  in  submarines * 

Brandegee,  Senator,  discussed  naval  questions  with lw 
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iEJEY,  GEORGE  L.— Continued.  Page. 
Texbwumy  of— - 

British  Government  gets  benefits  of  improvements  in  submarines 38 

Brooker,  Charles  F.,  acquainted  with 1336 

Bulkeley,  nothing  to  do  with  Lake  contract 1611 

Butler,  Marion,  author  of  amendment  to  act  of  March  2,  1907 60 

Campaign  contributions,  charges  as  to,  based  on  rumor 1580 

Campaign  contributions,  how  to  ascertain,  if  made 32 

Campaign  funds,  contributions  to— 

Books  will  show  "Yellow-dog  fund" 1324 

Discussed 60 

For  and  against  members  of  Naval  Committee 

None  expended  to  elect  or  defeat .    60 

Oappe,  Admiral,  do  not  dispute  testimony  of 1350 

Faid  too  much  for  submarines 1620 

Catlin,  Henry,  can  not  be  located 1330 

Can  not  give  present  address  of 770 

Chairman,  expected  to  be  made,  of  investigating  committee 1515 

Charges — 

Cover  existence  of  Electric  and  Holland  Boat  companies 61 

None  against  Members  of  Congress 61 

Not  vague  statements 6 

Communications,  written,  none  except  Judge  Gordon's  printed  matter.  57 

Competition  in  contracts,  not  availed  of 618 

Competition,  open — 

In  favor  of 1328 

Meaning  of , 1622 

Talked  of,  in  committee .' 1366 

Complaints,  received  some 57 

Congressional  districts,  employment  of  attorneys  in '       49 

Congressman  since  1902 34 

Congressman's  constituents — practice  of  employing  ought  to  be  con- 
demned    33 

Congressmen,  reasonable,  to  intercede  at  Departments 1619 

Connecticut — 

•  Delegation,  accompanied  to  Navy  Department 1322 

Legislature,  no  knowledge  of  resolution  by 1326 

Senators,  did  not  consult  with  concerning  resolution 1621 

Contracts  for  submarines,  difference  between  propositions  submitted 

this  and  previous  year 36 

Corrections  of  record 1485 

Correspondence,  do  not  preserve. 1502 

Correspondence,  private,  not  within  scope  of  committee  to  examine. .  1521 

Corruption,  know  of  no  further  witnesses  to  prove 1330 

Counsel,  names  of 52 

Cowart,  Robert  E. ,  attorney  for  Electric  Boat  Company 49 

Dayton,  A.  G. — 

Confidential  letter  from 57 

Contributions  made  against 1580 

Large  sum  of  money  spent  to  defeat 60, 61 

Wrote  to  after  introducing  resolution 1585 

Detectives,  shadowed  by 67, 68 

Detroit  News,  articles  from,  on  Loud  and  Gordon 30, 31 

'  Edinborough — 

Statement  as  to  summoning  of 1598 

Webster  wrote  letter  to 1530 

Why  summoning  requested 1529 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Alone  in  efforts  to  secure  legislation 38 

Amendment  to  act  of  March  2,  1907,  drafted  by  attorney  of 60 

Attempt  by,  to  influence  action  of 29 

Best  boat  at  Newport  trialB 1327 

Can  not  build  large  boat  without  hydroplanes 456 

Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  active  competitor  of 38 

Maintained  lobby 28 

No  business  except  to  secure  Government  contracts 34 

No  communications  with  reference  to 57 

Prepared  committee  amendment  and  resolution 1324 
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Testimony  of— 

Electric  Boat  Company — Continued. 

Pro  fits  of 32 

Sublets  contracts  to  Fore  River  Works 34 

Transactions  of,  must  necessarily  remain  in  possession  of 29 

What  it  is 34 

Wrongful  methods  of,  definition 62 

Erly-Broussard  matter,  statement  concerning 785 

Ferry,  Charles — 

Desired  support  of  appropriation  for  Holland  boats,  reason 36 

Interview  with,  time  ana  place 35 

Introduced  to,  by  Kellogg 377 

Foreign  boats,  makers  of 38 

Foes,  Geo.  E. — 

Member  of  Naval  Committee,  no  attorneys  of  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany in  district  of 50 

Told  by.  of  attorney  in  Loud's  district 1563 

Frost.  Elihu  B  — 

Could  prove  by.  undue  influence  by  newspaper  correspondents  ..  49 

Efforts  of,  to  influence  Naval  Committee 32 

I^arge  sums  of  money  spent  by -. 1324 

Lavish  expenditures  by 1577 

Questions  asked  about 58 

Goff.  G.  W.— 

Letter,  have  not  repudiated 1517 

letter  to,  did  not  dictate 1515 

GomRers,  propositions,  statement  as  to 1334 

Gordon,  W.  D. ,  attorney  for  Electric  Boat  Company 49 

Employment  of,  by  Electric  Boat  Company 30 

Lives  in  Mr.  Loud  s  district 49 

Gregg,  A.  W. ,  Cowart  const ituent  of 49 

Grudge,  has  none  against  any  man  living 1332 

Hobson  substitutes,  did  not  Vote  on 1359 

Hobson.  R.  P.— 

Agreed  that  practices  of  Electric  Company  were  reprehensible 1507 

Appointment  on  Naval  Committee  said  to  have  been  influenced. .  38 

First  meeting  with 1512 

Holland  Boat  Company,  can  not  state  when  reorganization  of,  occurred .  M 

Lobby  maintained  by . . . '. 28 

Not  now  manufacturing  boats 34 

Organized  into  Electric  Boat  Company 34 

Holland,  John  P.,  letters  from 1319 

Requests  summoning  of 1368 

Holland  or  Lake,  anybody  can  build  better  boats  than 42 

House  resolution  264",  purpose  of  introduction 1586 

Do  not  know  who  prepared 1488 

Introduction  of,  statement  as  to _ *. 1500 

Neff's  testimony  correct ,  as  to 1499 

Statement  concerning 1545 

Hughes,  not  a  supporter  of 1593 

Improper  expenditure,  will  hand  additional  proof  on 1332 

Information,  willing  to  obtain*  from  any  source 1332 

Investigation  would  not  have  touched  at  Lake  Company's  request...*.  1327 

Not  proper  to  start  at  request  of  competitor 1327 

Willing  to  extend  to  all  boat  companies 55  i 

Jamestown  Exposition,  voted  against 132t 

Jenkins.  S.  A. ,  not  acquainted  with 1527 

Kellogg,  John  P. ,  approached  bv 35 

Attorney  for  Electric  Boat  Company 49 

i 'onferefices  between,  not  disapproved  by  Lilley ."".  389 

Conversation  with,  concerning  submarines 379 1 

Earmarks  of.  on  Loudenslager  amendment 4# 

Employed  to  influence  witness 133$ 

Made  appointment  for  Ferry  to  meet 3f 

No  directions  to,  concerning  conversation  with 373 

Political  supporter  of 3£4 
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LILLE y,  GEORGE  L.— Continued.  Pago. 
Testimony  of— 

Kellogg,  John  P. — Continued. 

References  to  Lake  boat  in  conversation  between 382 

Refuses  to  express  opinion  as  to  proper  exercise  of  influence  by  ..  386 

Relations  between,  since  investigation  began.* '. 388 

Would  believe  testimony  of 1336 

Written  form  of  motion  handed  by,  to 36 

Lake  and  Electric  contracts,  have  not  read 1606 

Lake,  J.  C,  referred  to 37 

First  meeting  with 1234 

Lake  or  Holland,  anybody  can  build  better  boats  than 42 

Lake,  Simon,  officer  of  Lake  Company 37 

No  letter  from 57 

'  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  approached  by  representative  of,  with 

substitute  resolution  for  open  legislation 39 

Articles  published  by,  no  opinion  as  to 1579 

Attorneys  for 52-^53 

Boats  of,  built  by  Bath  Iron  Works 37 

Contract  of,  with  Russian  Government 44 

Did  not  know,  paid  for  publicity 1584 

Expected  no  information  from,  as  to  charges  of  corruption  against 

Members  of  Congress 1323 

Feel  that  they  have  not  had  a  square  deal 1327 

Has  attorneys  in  Connecticut 1582 

No  letter  from 57 

No  suggestion  from,  concerning  resolution 1322 

Not  related  to  or  connected  with  in  any  way 1334 

Padgett  amendment  in  effect  favorable  to 39 

Political,  no  interest  in 1335 

Resolution  emanated  from 1586 

Trying  to  secure  open  legislation 7 38 

Willing  to  investigate 56 

Would  have  introduced  resolution  to  investigate,  had  they  em- 
ployed same  methods  as  Electric  Company 1323 

Would  not  offer  resolution  for 1321 

Lathrop,  letter  to,  refuses  to  present 1524 

Law,  know  nothing  concerning .• 1325 

Legislation  exclusive  until  after  Attorney-General's  opinion 1$23 

Lessler  investigation — 

Did  not  read  report  of 1558 

Familiar  with ■. 28 

For  committee  to  determine  whether  shall  be  a  reinvestigation ...  35 

No  final  report  of 34, 35 

Letters — 

Anonymous,  received  by 62 

Concerning  Electric  Company  receipt  of 1319 

Received  by 57 

Received  by,  none  from  Judge  Gordon 57 

Lobby,  for  Electric  Boat  Company , 32 

Lord,  Frank  B.,  paid  by  McNeir 47 

Lord  and  Erly— 

Newspaper  correspondents 46, 47 

Admitted  being  paid 48 

Loud,  George  A. — 

Gordon  employed  to  influence 30 

Memory  of,  not  responsible  for 1367 

Not  charged  with  being  influenced 32 

Testimony  correct 1561 

Loudenslager,   H.    C,   member  of   Naval  Committee,    reference  to 

motion  offered  by 39 

"  Loudenslager  Amendment " 30 

Effect  of 43 

In  Naval  Committee,  history  of 40 

Marion  Butler  said  to  have  drawn 40 

Young  man  suggested  substitute  for 56 

Marix  Board,  have  not  read  report  of 1557 
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LILLEY,  GEORGE  L.— Continued. 
Testimony  of— 

Members  of  Congress,  attempt  to  influence,  through  newspaper  articles.     4ft 
Distinction  between  actual  corruption  of,  and  effect  of  influences  on.     33 

Effect  of  newspaper  publications  on 46 

"Goats"  should  be  separated  from  "sheep" &3 

Makes  no  charges  against 58, 1574, 1587 

No  charges  made  against 1574 

No  charges  against 158? 

Witnesses  to  prove  improper  influence  of,  by  newspaper  corre- 
spondents      4S 

Methods,  wrongful ,  none  other  than  those  enumerated @ 

Morton,  Paul,  not  acquainted  with  business  affairs  of  Department 1352 

Mudd  substitute,  voted  for 1381 

Names,  prepared  to  give,  of  persons  referred  to  in  statement 30 

Naval  Committee,  asked  to  offer  substitute  resolution  in 31 

Attendance  at  meetings 1SB 

Clique  in,  favoring  submarines ISM 

Election  of  members  of,  attempts  to  control 28 

Member  of,  Fifty-ninth  and  Sixtieth  Congresses 34 

Membership  on,  offer  to  secure  for  certain  Congressman 28,29 

Members  of,  makes  no  charges  against 56 

Members  of,  "traveling  salesmen"  for  Electric  Company, did  not 

say IM2 

Members  of,  whom  Electric  Boat  Company  has  "given  up,"  de- 
clines to  testify  as  to 50 

No  reflection  on,  by S 

Resolution ,  do  not  remember  telling  any  Member  woukTintroduce.   13(5 

Naval  programme,  called  on  President  concerning; 1511 

Navy  Department,  detriment  to  country  to  have  had  five  secretaries  in 

five  years 1341 

Gross  incompetency  not  charged 13fi 

Make  no  charges  against 13# 

No  corruption  in  awarding  contracts 13*1 

Neff,  conversation  with,  after  resolution  introduced 1*22 

Did  not  know  correct  spelling  of  name 1320 

Furnished  names  of  witnesses 55 

Had  been  importuned,  by ^ 1330 

Statement  concerning  interview  at  Waterbury 1330 

Suggested  conference  with  Senator  Thurston 54 

Newspaper  articles,  does  not  vouch  for  truth  of 59 

Newspaper  correspondents & 

Can  not  state  what  paid  to '. & 

Employed  by  Electric  Boat- Company *{ 

Lord  and  Erly,  can  only  give  names  of Jj 

Newspaper  reports,  colored  Toy  agents  of  boat  companies 28 

New  Willard  luncheon,  did  not  attend 13CT 

Not  present  at 138 

New  York  Sun  of  February  21,  no  comment  to  make  on {* 

New  York  World,  article  from,  as  to  placing  in  the  record * 

Interview,  denial  of Uj* 

Sent  secretary  to  Washington  bureau  to  get  copy  of I7* 

Octopus  and  Lake,  both  obsolescent g 

Octopus,  competition  between,  and  Lake * 

Of  Holland  type « 

Mentioned  in  naval  bill Jj 

Type,  or  a  particular  boat + JJ 

Won  because  one  year  newer j* 

Won  in  contest  with  Lake 37 

Olcott,  Jacob  Van  Vechten.  member  of  Naval  Committee,  reference  to .      W 

Padgett  amendment,  voted  for «; 

Effect  of « 

Failed  in  committee,  voted  for .  * 

Padgett,  Lemuel  P.,rmember  of  Naval  Committee,  amendment  offered 

by  for  competition * 

Political  ambition,  not  interested  in  Lake  Company  on  account  of WJ 

Preparation,  declines  to  explain » 

President,  called  on  by  invitation 15H 
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I LLEY,  GEORGE  L.— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Profits,  excessive,  incentive  to  Electric  Company  for  bribery 1602 

Profits,  figures  concerning  compiled  by  Webster  and  Xeff. .  * 1343 

Statement  concerning * 1323 

Publicity  methods,  of  Lake  Company,  knew  nothing  of 1328 

Purposes  of,  same  as  committee's  . .  .* 56 

Resolution  different  from  that  of  Rules  Committee 61 

Did  not  attempt  withdrawal  of 1506 

Gave  Webster  draft  of 1363 

Offered  by  purpose  of 33 

No  one  urged  drawing  of 132ft 

No  talk  with  any  submarine  representative  concerning 1322 

Statements  concerning,  as  to,  before  introduction 1564 

Would  not  have  introduced  had  submarine  provision  been  same 

as  last  year * 1505 

Rice,  Isaac  L.,  could  prove  by,  undue  influence  by  newspaper  corre- 
spondents   ." 49 

Detectives  employed  by 68 

Questions  asked  about 58 

Robertson,  Chas.  N.,  affidavit  of,  how  procured 1527 

Rules,  Committee  on — 

As  to  defending  Administration 1509 

Prepared  by  Thurston 1576 

Statement  before 27 ,  28 

Repetition  of 29 

Thurston  assisted  in  preparing 60 

Russian  Government,  Lake  boats  for 44 

Saulte,  W.  H.,  does  not  correspond  for  newspapers 1594 

Secretary  of  Navy — 

Connecticut  delegation  on.  to  secure  contract  for  Lake  Company.  1614 

Letter  to,  August  10,  1907  (Exhibit) 1503 

Letter  to,  Septemper  23,  1907  (Exhibit) 1503 

Letter-to,  statement  concerning 1320 

Recommended  four  submarines ". 41 

Telegram  to,  August  10,  1907 1503 

Select  committee — 

Do  not  criticise  examination  of  witnesses  by 1325 

Have  testified  to,  concerning  all  facts  of  own  personal  knowledge.  771 

Ready  to  obey  any  order  of 26 

Sherman,   Payne,   Dalzell.  and  Hobson  knew  of  resolution  before 

9              introduction * , 1364 

Sherman,  Dalzell,  Payne,  and  Hobson  showed  investigation  resolu- 
tion to 1504 

Spencer,  T.  E. ,  policeman,  represents  newspapers 1594 

Submarines — 

Competing  companies  constructing 36, 37 

Competing  or  rival  boat  to  Octopus 30 

Competition  in,  explanation 67 

Competition  in,  Newport 37 

Constructing,  no  provision  for,  by  Government 44 

Cost  of,  no  knowledge  of 1600 

English  and  German,  superior  to  American 45, 46 

Excessive  profits  in 45 

For  foreign  governments,  contracts  for 46 

Holland  or  Lake,  anybody  can  build  better  boats  than 42 

Inferiority  of  domestic  to  foreign  built 32 

Legislation  shaped  to  eliminate  competition  in 28 

Letter  received  claiming  newer  and  improved 57 

Merits  of 41 

No  shipyards  or  plants  for  constructing 37 

None  in  American  waters  under  construction 41 

Not  responsible  for  defeat  of  four  battle  ships,  statement  as  to 1508 

Patents  on 38 

Plans  of,  and  time  necessary  in  which  to  instruct 40-41 

Provision,  1908,  caused  introduction  of  resolution 1624 

Provision,  1908,  would  not  have  introduced  resolution,  could 

same  have  been  amended 1625 
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Su  bmarines — Continued . 

Time  required  to  construct 44 

Type  of,  section  of,  could  be  made  from  plans 45 

Voted  against  in  House. 1365 

Voted  for  in  committee 1528 

Voted  for  in  1906 1551 

Voted  for  in  1906  and  1907 : 135* 

Went  down  in 1330 

ubsurf  ace  boat — 

Model  of,  before  Naval  Committee 43 

Voted  for  in  committee 1365 

Taylor,  Franklin  A.— 

Approached  by % 35 

Did  nothing  reprehensible  in  urging  me  to  vote  for  submarines. . .  1338 

Incident,  no  recollection  telling  Webster  of 1367 

No  corrupt  intent 1338 

Statement  concerning 1337 

Visited  by,  on  behalf  of  Electric  Company 1565 

Telegram,  requested  Neff  to  write 1320 

Testimony  of,  responsibility  upon  committee  for  insisting  upon 27 

Thurston,  Senator — 

Asked  to  see  by  Neff 1322 

As  to  authorship  of  amendment  to  act  of  March  2,  1907 60 

Assisted  in  preparation  of  statement  to  Rules  Committee 60 

Did  not  employ  as  counsel 54 

Mentioned  as  attorney  for  Lake  Company 52 

Suggestions  of 54, 55 

Talked  with 53,54 

Torrington  National  Bank,  director  in 1335 

Tracey ,  Thomas  F. ,  doorkeeper,  represented  newspapers 1504 

Vickers  Sons  and  Maxim,  contract  with  Electric  Boat  Company 38 

Vreeland,  made  argument  before  Naval  Committee  favoring  compe- 
tition    1555 

Washington  Post,  interview;  authenticity  of 1500 

Waterburv  Republican,  no  connection  with 1526 

Webster,  benjamin — 

Private  secretary  of 786 

Telegram  from,  sent  witness ^. .  1524 

Testimony  of  present  during 1363 

Western  concerns — one  or  two  claimed  to  be  in  field 37 

1  Whitewashing, ' '  no  statement  as  to,  b  v  committee 1514 

Whitney,  F.  B  — 

No  conversation  with 1575 

Not  acquainted  with 1528 

Witnesses — 

Called  by,  questions  concerning 58 

Called  in  wrong  order 1325 

Further  summoning  of,  will  advise  committee 1319 

Names  of,  how  obtained 55 

Names  of  others  to  submit 61 

Neff,  furnished  names  of 55 

Wooley ,  R .  W, ,  did  not  see  alone  in  dining  room  of  New  Willard 786 

Testimony  relative  to — 
Affidavits — 

Furnished  to  <  Neff ) 1188 

Authorized  giving  out  (Webster) 1266 

Ferguson  &  J.  C.  Lake,  presented  to  (Neff) 905 

Boat  company,  relations  with,  not  improper  (Kellogg) 385 

Broussara,  Erly  and  Norcross  conversation  concerning  (Wooley) 781 

Conduct  of ,  as  Member  of  Congress,  nothing  reprehensible  in  (Kellogg) . .  386 

Edinborough  called  on  before  taking  stand  (Edinborough) 1706 

Electric  Boat  Company,  not  in  favor  of   monopoly  of   contracts  by 

(Kellogg^ 385 
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Testimony  relative  to — 
Ferry- 
Conversation  with ,  concerning  |2,000  profit 678 

Conversation  between,  discusses  (Kellogg) 379, 380 

Suggested  line  of  conversation  between  ( Kellogg) 379 

Hollanaboat  not  as  good  as  boats  of  other  navies  (Rice ) 456 

House  resolution  264,  given  to,  for  introduction  ( Neff) 1489 

Information  given  to,  part  of  consolidation  scheme  ( Rice) 439 

Investigation,  assistance  rendered  concerning  { Neff ) 1186 

Investigation,  conversation  with  as  to  ( Erly ) 1046 

Investigation,  never  spoke  to,  concerning  (J.  C.  Lake) 1253 

Investigation,  whitewash,  looked  like  a  ( R.  W.  Wooley) 106 

Lake  Company  denied  operating  on  behalf  of  (Erly) 1047 

Lake,  Simon,  introduced!  to,  at  Navy  Department 1060 

Lake  atype  of  boat,  protested  against  awarding  contract  for  (Kellogg) .  388 

Legislation,  did  not  threaten,  concerning  submarine  (' Kellogg) 384 

Lord,    ued  for  libel  by  (Webster) 1299 

Methods  of  company,  would  be  glad  to  know  i  Chas.  Eaton  Creecy) 95 

Motives  of  (Rice) 435 

Newspaper  men  not  asked  to  intercede  with  .Kellogg > 376 

Newspaper  story — 

I>enial  of,  untrue  (Lord) 252 

Did  not  denounce  on  floor  of  House  i  Lord  i 252 

Newspapers,  vented  grievances  in  '  Butler) 78 

NewWillard— 

Interviewed  at,  by  Lord 251 

Luncheon,  not  present  at  t J.  C.  Lake) 1230 

Naval  Committee  appointment — 

Conversation  with  (Hobsonj 66 

Statement  of,  concerning,  substantiated  « Hobson } 63 

Politics,  Taylor  supported  in 474 

Resolution  of  investigation,  story  about  •  Lord  > 250 

Secretary  of  the  Navy,  report  of.  ready  to  stand  by  f Kellogg) 378 

Submarines — 

Against  (Neff ) 1179 

Argument  with,  as  to  type  ( Kellogg) 379 

Contracts  for,  understood  to  favor  division  of  (Kelloeg) 385 

Criticism,  none  to  make  of  attitude  concerning  (Kellogg) 386 

Differed  with,  as  to  type  (Kellogg) 378 

Holland  tvpe,  vote  requested  for  ( Ferry ) 675 

In  favor  of  expending  limited  amount  for  ( Kellogg) 373, 374 

Legislation  concerning,  no  political  influence  to  bear  on  (Kellogg) . .  376 

No  use  for  (Taylor) 485 

Not  in  favor  of  (Neff) 1182 

Promised  to  vote  moderate  amount  for  (Neff) 1200 

Proposition  for  competition  fair  i  Kellogg  > 373 

Recollection  that  he  favored  four  <  Kellogg) 378 

Talked  with  concerning  (Taylor  i '. 472 

Taylor  or  Ferry,  no  expression  to,  that  an  order  might  be  secured 

if  Lilley  favored  (Kellogg  > 380 

Told  to  vote  for  (Taylor) 473 

Vote  on,  of  appropriation  for  i  Kellogg) 384 

Went  down  in  one 1197 

Taylor,  F.  A.— 

t             Conversation  with,  at  Waterbury,  Conn 473 

Conversations  concerning  submarine  legislation  (Kellogg) 376 

Influenced  by,  to  vote  for  submarines  (Taylor) 481 

Vote  of,  no  intimation  from ,  as  to  improper  influence  to  secure  ( Kellogg) .  382 

Witnesses,  suggested  names  of,  to  (Neff; 1188 

"LILLEY"  INVESTIGATING  COMMITTEE: 

(See  also  Committee  under  House  Resolution  No,  2S8;  Select  Committee.) 

Counsel  before,  resolution  concerning 20 

Detectives,  letter  to  Mr.  Lilley  concerning 21 

Functions  of  ( Lilley ) 25 
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"LILLEY"  INVESTIGATING  COMMITTEE— Continued.  *■*• 

Powers  and  duties  of,  statement  of  chairman  as  to 26 

Procedure  discussed  (Lilley) 25 

Responsibility  upon,  for  insisting  upon  testimony  of  Mr.  Lilley 27 

Witnesses,  as  to  calling 24 

11 LILLEY  INVESTIGATION:" 

Scope  of  authority  of,  discussed 51 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Anxious  to  assist  in  (Webster) 1272 

Arrangement  proposed  to  stop  (Rice) 445 

Did  not  know  was  to  be  made  (J.  C.  Lake) 1251 

Flint,  has  done  nothing  to  hinder  or  delay 1438 

General  talk  as  to  (Flint) 1453 

How  and  when  informed  of  (Rice) 447-448 

Lake  Company,  would  not  have  started  at  request  of  (Lilley) 1327 

No  foreknowledge  of  (Skerrett) 854 

Rice,  conversation  concerning  (Browne) 1468 

Starting  of,  regretted  ( Lake) 1104 

Submarine  business,  unfortunate  for  (Lake) 1104 

LILLEY  RESOLUTION: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Consulted  no  submarine  representative  concerning  (Lilley) 1322 

Drawing  of,  urged  by  no  one  (Lilley) 1326 

Introduction  of  (Webster) 1278 

Would  not  have  introduced,  were  bill  amended 1625 

Lake  Company,  no  suggestion  from  concerning  (Lilley) 1322 

Neff ,  regretted  introduction  of  (Webster) 1298 

Originals,  in  charge  of  printing  clerk  (Matlack) 1262 

Restricted  to  Electric  Company  by  Lilley's  direction  (Webster) 1658 

Saw,  before  introduction  (Bates) 1724 

Sherman  saw  before  introduction 1725 

Sherman,  Payne,  Dalzell,  and  Hobson  knew  of,  before  introduction 

(Lilley) 1364 

Submarine  legislation  1908  caused  introduction  of  (lilley) 1624 

Thompson,  consulted  concerning  drawing  of  (Webster)/. 1647 

—           Thompson  suggested  changes  in  (Webster) 1651 

Withdrawal  of,  statement  of  Lilley  concerning  (Bates) 1724 

Written  by  Webster 1274 

LILLEY  RESOLUTION  AND  BILL: 

k-     Originals  produced  and  filed  with  committee 1262 

LILLEY,  SWIFT  &  CO.,  Waterbury,  Conn.: 
Testimony  relative  to —  , 

Lilley,  Geo.  L.,  connected  with 1297 

LINDSAY,  JOHN  D.: 

Counsel  for  Electric  Boat  Company 52 

Acquainted  with  (Gordon) 396 

LITTLEFIELD,  C.E.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 
Subsurface  boat — 

Bill  introduced  by,  prepared  by  Micou 752 

Introduces  bill  for  ( Berger) 692 

Bill  for,  provisions  of 752 

Purpose  of  (Micou) 753 

LITTLETON,  MARTIN  W.,  counsel  for  Electric  Boat  Company 52 

Acquainted  with  (Gordon) 395 

Argument  against  production  of  books,  letters,  papers,  etc.,  by  electric 

company 1681 

Books  and"  papere  of  company,  statement  concerning  custody  of 669 

Counsel  to  what  extent 67 

Patent  granted  Chas.  P.  Nelson,  No.  24376,  presented  by  (exhibit) 481 

Questions  submitted  by — 

To  Witness  Browne 1471 

To  Capps,  Admiral 806 

ToClarkson 338 

To  Lake,  J.  C 1256 

To  Lake.  Simon 1114,1116 

ToLillev ..    .  1346 

ToMcNeir,  Chas.  S H  166 
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JLTTLETON,  MARTIN  W.~ Continued.  Page. 
Questions  submitted  by — 

To  Secretary  Navy: 288 

ToSkerrett 836,843,845 

To  Spear,  Lawrence 237 

To  Taylor,  Franklin  A 488,490 

To  Webster r 1801 

Stipulation  as  to  certain  witnesses 367. 368 

LLOYD,   ROBERT  McA.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Rice) 461 

Had  power  to  refuse  to  sign  checks  (Rice) 462 

LOBBY: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  never  maintained  (Johnson) 738 

For  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley) 32 

Lake  Company  has  not  maintained  (Lake) 1070 

Naval  Committee,  attempted  influence  of  members  of,  by 22 

Protest  against  charge  of  organized  (Butler) 136 

Submarine  boat,  maintained  since  1893  (Lilley) •      6 

LOBBYING,  did-not  care  to  do  any  (Gordon) 393 

LONDON  ENGINEER: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Article  written  for  (Skerrett) *  813 

LONG  ISLAND: 

Electric  Boat  Company's  plant  at  (Spear) 240 

LORD  AND  ERLY: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Admitted  being  paid  (Lilley) 48 

Cleveland,  Ohio,  anonymous  letter  from  (Webster) 1299 

Electric  Boat  Co.,  not  employed  by  (Rice) 466 

Lilley,  suit  against  for  libel  (Webster) 1299 

Literary  work,  amount  received  for  (McNeir) 136 

Payment  for  (McNeir) 161 

McNeir  employment  by,  knew  of  (Frost) 496 

McNeir  paid  by  (Lilley) 47 

Members  of  Congress  never  requested  to  interview  (Frost) 498 

LORD,  FRANK  B.  (newspaper  correspondent,  Washington,  D.  C.) 250 

Postal  card  received  by,  concerning  British  submarines 835, 836 

T  timony  of— 

Campaign  contributions  charged  by  Lilley '     251 

Colored  articles,  as  to  writing * ." 253 

Commercial  Club,  of  St.  Louis,  entertained  bv 253 

Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  members  of.  Lilley  wanted  to  show  up. .  252 

Dalzell.  John,  misunderstanding  of  Lord  interview 255 

De  Armond,  D.  A.,  accusations  by  Lilley 251 

Electric  Boat  Company,  never  in  "employ  of 252 

Erly,  Angus,  have  talked  often  concerning  Lilley 258 

Griggs,  J.  M.,  accusations  by  Lilley \ 251 

Libel  suit,  Charles  A.  Keigwin,  my  attorney 259 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Denial  of  newspaper  story  untrue 252 

Did  not  denounce  newspaper  story  on  floor  of  House 252 

Have  not  proposed  printing  articles  reflecting  upon 258 

Interview,  original  copy  as  to  existence  of 250 

Interviewed  at  New  willard 251 

Resolution,  wrote  story  about 250 

McNeir.  Charles  S. ,  amount  paid  bv,  for  services 260 

Articles  written  for.  not  published  in  New  York  Sun 254 

Have  written  stuff  for. . . . 252 

Knew  represented  Electric  Boat  Company 260 

New  York  Sun,  complaints  made  by  Lake. 260 

Formerly  employed  by .' 260 

Income  from. . .  .* \ 269 

Resignation  asked  for,  by 257 

WTouId  not  print  colored  stuff 253 

New  York  World .  as  to  article  in 256 

Padgett,  L.  P. ,  Lilley  claimed,  against  proposition 252 
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LORD,  PRANK  B.— Continued.                                                       *  **#■ 
Testimony  of— 

Ripley,  George,  have  not  talked  with 258 

Rules,  Committee  on,  Lilley  resolution  as  to  report  by 261 

Sherman,  J.  S.,  accusations  by  Lilley 251 

Vermont,  statement  as  to,  by  Lilley 251 

Williams,  John  Sharp,  accusations  by  Lilley 251 

LOUD.  GEO.  A.  (a  Representative  from  Michigan) 774 

Edinborough  given  permission  by,  to  testify  fully 697 

Letters,  anonymous.   Statement  concerning,  sent  to  Chairman  Select  Com- 
mittee   1369 

Questions  submitted  by,  to  Witness  Edinborough 723 

testimony  of— 

EdinDorough,  did  not  tell  Gordon  was*  imposing  on  me 775 

As  to  conversation  in  room  of 774 

ordon,  Wm.  D. — 

Constituent  of 389 

Did  not  threaten  political  opposition 774 

Not  put  forward  as  candidate  against  me 777 

Not  informed  of  his  employment  by 776 

Not  officially  connected  with 389 

Not  sent  for  by  Frost  to  control 422 

.              Recalled  no  message  to,  after  favorable  submarine  legislation 777 

Regretted  employment  by  electric  company 774 

Retained  by  Electric  Boat  Company  after  my  appointment  to 

naval  committee 775 

Submarine  legislation,  did  not  confer  with  Gordon  concerning 777 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Gordon) 392 

Acquainted  with,  for  fifteen  years  (Gordon) 417 

Appointment  from,  not  sought,  nor  a  candidate  against  (Gordon) 418 

Conversations  with  (Gordon) 419 

Detroit  News,  articles  from,  in  reference  to  (Lilley). 30, 31 

Edinborough,  Frank  L. ,  formerly  private  secretary  to 695 

Electric  Boat  Company,  did  not  direct  or  request  conferences  with 

(Gordon) 392 

Has  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost) 499 

View  of,  not  preeented  to  (Gordon) 393 

Friendly  to  submarine  legislation  (Gordon) 41&-419 

Gordon,  W.  D.— 

Angered  at  efforts  of  (Edinborough) 698 

Anxious   should    know    outcome    submarine   legislation    (Edin- 
borough)   701 

Complained  of  emplovment  of  ( Vreeland) 790 

Constituent  of  ( Lilley) 49 

Conversation  with  Edinborough 699 

Had  no  exact  knowledge  as  to  business  in  Washington 774 

Employed  to  influence  (Lilley) 30 

Knew  was  in  Washington  for  Electric  Company  (Edinborough)..  700 

Ignorant  of  how  he  voted  (Gordon) 420 

Interference  with,  no  knowledge  of  politically  (Gordon) 394 

Letter,  anonymous,  spoken  to  concerning  (Carmichael) 769 

Memory  of,  not  responsible  for  (Lilley) 1367 

Naval  Committee,  on  (Rice) 465 

Member  of  (Gordon) 389 

Served  on,  in  first  term  (Gordon) 417 

Neff,  Abner  R.,  conversation  with 1177 

724 

Submarines,  concerning,  not  talked  to,  this  session  of  Congress  (Gordon) .  421 

Testimony,  correct  (Lilley) 1561 

LOUDENSLAGER,  H.  C?,  a  Representative  from  New  Jersey: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Amendment,  did  not  urge  adoption  of  (Rice) 441 

Do  not  know  if  attorneys  of  his  companv  urged  (Rice) 442 

Good  for  Government  and  his  companv  ( Rice) 442 

Pleased  with^Rice) 442 


isen,  Abner  K.,  conversation  with 

Opposed  politically,  since  retained  by  Electric  Boat  Company  (Gordon) . 

Senate,  candidacy  for,  statement  as  to  (Edinborougn) 

Submarine  legislation,  talked  with  about  (Gordon) 
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OTTDENSLAGER,  H.  C— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Butler,  Marion,  never  talked  with,  concerning  amendment  of  1908 128 

Butler,  T.  S.,  at  department  with,  once  only,  ten  days  ago 342 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost)  .  498 
Naval  Committee,  member  of — 

Resolution  offered  by,  on  submarines 423 

Reference  to  motion  offered  by  (Lilley) 39 

Motion  by,  in  Naval  Committee,  concerning  submarines,  reference  to 

(Kellogg) 382 

Secretary  of  Navy,  called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion 278 

Correction  of  testimony  concerning 301 

Spear,  as  to  questions  asked  (Rice) 466 

L.OUJ3ENSLAGER  AMENDMENT: 

Naval  Committee,  1908  (Exhibit) 1368 

Reference  to  (Lilley) 30 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Butler,  Marion,  said  to  have  drawn  (Lilley) 40 

Earmarks  of  John  P.  Kellogg  on  (Lilley) 40 

Effect  of  (Lilley) 43 

In  Naval  Committee,  history  of  (Lilley) 40 

Lilley,  did  not  submit  to  (Kellogg). .  /. 382 

Substitute,  young  man  suggestea(Lilley) 56 

LUNCHEON.     {See  New  Willard  Luncheon.) 
LTJTAN: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Statement  as  to  sinking  of  (McXeir) 147 

McADOO,  WILLIAM: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Rice) . 45S 

Once  employed  by  Holland  Company  (Rice) . '. 469 

McCULLOUGH,  Loud  served  on  (Gordon) 417-418 

McNEIR,  CH AS.  S. ,  attorney-at-law,  Washington  D.  C 138 

Letter  from,  showing  comparative  prices  of  submarines 348 

Subpoenaed J 422 

Witness,  desired  as 17 

Testimony  of— 

Ankeny,  Senator,  called  on  concerning  submarines  for  Pacific  coast. . .  140 
Berger  Company,  Herbert,  former  Secretary  of  Navy,  and  Micow, 

represented 147 

Dolphin,  never  heard  of  entertainment  on 154 

Electric  Boat  Company,  attorney  for,  under  written  contract 139 

Erly,  Angus,  amount  received  for  literary  work,  $36 162 

Literary  work,  payment  for 151 

Frost,  E.  B. ,  correspondence  with,  as  to 144 

Giralda,  statement  as  to  yacht 145 

Gordon,  Mr.  of  Michigan,  statement  concerning 143 

Government  officials  on  yacht  Hist 146 

Gratuitous  assistance  to  Company  rendered  by 145 

Humphrey,  W.  E.,  called  on  concerning  submarines  for  Pacific  Coast.  141 

Johnson,  Arthur,  press  agent  for  Lake  Company 154 

Kahn,  Julius,  called  on  concerning  submarines  for  Pacific  Coast 141 

Lake  Company,  contract  with  Government,  have  seen 148 

Lake  Company,  had  press  agent 154 

Lake  Company  represented  by  former  United  States  Senator  Thurston.  147 

Literary  work,  have  current  expense  account  to  cover 152* 

Lobbyist,  denies  being 140 

Lord,  Frank  B. ,  literary  work,  amount  received  for 153 

Lord,  Frank  B.;  literary  work,  payment  for 151 

Lutan,  statement  as  to  sinking  of 147 

Manx  board  report,  statement  as  to 14ft 

Members  of  Congress  not  at  Newport  trial 145 

Money,  spent  none  to  influence  Members  of  Congress 142 

Newport,  R.  I.,  present  at  trial  of  submarines,  at 145 

Newspaper  men,  no  money  paid  to,  outside  of  Lord  and  Erly 153 

Newspaper  or  magazine  writers,  statement  as  to  money  paid  to 149 

;             Newspapers,  no  campaign  of  publicity  in 153 

New  York  Times,  application  for  article  from 150 
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MoNEIR,  CHAS.  S.— Continued.  P*a. 
Testimony  of— 

Press  agent,  acted  as " 147 

Publication  of  articles,  no  money  spent 151 

Services,  nature  of,  to  Electric  Boat  Company 189 

Submarines,  comparative  cost  of,  statement  as  to 148 

Subpoena  duces  tecum,  waives  formality  of  signature  by  Speaker ....  155 

Unwilling  witness,  denies  being,  and  makes  statement 138 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Gordon) 395 

Congress,  or  naval  committee,  never  asked  about 1040 

Erly,  distributed  articles  for , 1040 

Holland  Boat  Company,  said  to  have  been  retained  by 5 

Lord,  Frank  B.,  amount  paid  to  (Lord) 200 

Lord,  Frank  B.,  has  written  for 252 

No  knowledge  of  patent  work  by  (Rice) 404 

McPHERSON,  Ex-United  States  Senator,  New  Jersey: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Experimental  submarine  favored  by 81 

MAGAZINE  ARTICLES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Socialism,  article  on,  by  Webster •  1263 

MARIX  BOARD: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Composition  of  (Spear) 223 

Composition  of  (Metcalf ) 209 

Report  of,  as  to  (J.  C.  Lake) 1224 

Report  of,  have  not  read  (Lilley ) 1557 

Statement  as  to  report  (McNeir) 149 

MARYLAND,  No  recollection  of  employment  of  any  person  from  (Rice) 460 

MATERIAL  AND  SUPPLIES  FOR  SUBMARINES.    (See  Submarines.) 

MATLACK,  M.  E.,  Printing  Clerk,  House  of  Representatives 1262 

Testimony  of— 

Lilley  resolution  and  bill,  have  charge  of  originals 1262 

Lilley  resolution,  explanation  as  to  dates  on 1295 

MATTESON,  FREDERICK  W.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Residence  and  place  of  business  (Skerrett) 897 

MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS: 

Resolution  authorizing  investigation  of  charges  against 3 

Testimony  relative  to — 

As  to  influencing  by  woman  (Rice) 462 

Attempt  to  influence  through  newspaper  articles  (Lilley) 48 

Attitude  of  on  submarines,  no  reports  received  (Butler) 134 

Attorneys  from  districts  of.  not  employed  to  influence  (Rice) 440 

Berger  Company,  none  stockholders  or  directors  in  (Pemberton) 758 

Bribe,  no  money  paid  to  (Lilley) 8 

Butler,  Marion,  never  spoke  to,  concerning  submarines 129 

Campaign  funds  of  Electric  Boat  Company , charged  with  contributing  to .  5 

Charges,  apply  to  Members  of  60th  Congress  (Lilley) 7 

Charges,  none  against  (Lilley) 22, 23 

Contributions  for  and  against,  none  made  (Rice) .* 432 

Corruption  of,  expected  no  proof  of,  from  Lake  Company  (Lilley) 1323 

Departments,  reasonable  for,  to  intercede  at  (Lilley) 1619 

Distinction  between  actual  corruption  of,  and  effect  of  influences  on . .  33 

Effect  of  newspaper  publications  on  (Lilley) 46 

Election  of  certain,  efforts  in  favor  of  or  against 23 

Election  of,  no  part  taken  in  (J.  C.  Lake) 1234 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  never  assisted  or  helped  defeat  (Johnson) .  736 

No  knowledge  of  expenditures  by  to  elect  or  defeat  (Lake) 1060 

Spent  no  money  to  defeat  (Frost) 509 

Electric  Company  condemned  for  influencing  (Webster) 1306 

Entertainment,  discussed  with  Frost  (Rice) 461 

Entertainment  furnished  to,  by  Frost  (Rice) 431-432 

Entertainment  of  never  participated  in  (Adams) 1156 

Entertainment  of  (Rice) 461 
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SMBERS  OF  CONGRESS— Continued.  *«**. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

"Goats"  should  be  separated  from  "sheep"  (Lilley) 58,59 

Gordon ,  W .  D . ,  friendly  with  (Edinborough) 712 

Usurper's  Magazine  article,  no  knowledge  of  mailing  to 834 

Harper's  Weekly,  did  not  mail  to  (Lake) 1076 

Harpers  Weekly,  know  nothing  of  sending  to  (J.  C.  Lake) 1240 

Improper  pressure,  none  brought  to  bear  upon  (Lake) 1071 

Investigation,  did  not  talk  with,  concerning 1189 

Kerr,  Dr.  W.  R.,  never  spoke  to 118 

Lake  boats,  Neff  called  on  concerning 1176 

Lake  Company,  no  stock  in,  owned  by 1074 

Lake  Company,  Washington  office  of,  none  called  at 1167 

Lake  contract,  none  present  at  signing  of  (Metcalf ) 277 

Lavish  entertainment,  charge  denied  (Frosty 507 

Lilley,  George  L. ,  declines  to  name  those  influenced  and  those  defeated  6 

Lord,  Frank  B . ,  never  requested  to  interview  (Frost) 498 

McNeir,  Chas.  S.,  not  expected  to  speak  with  nor  influence  (Frost) ...  496 

March  trial,  not  secured  by  (Thurston) 1114 

Money,  none  spent  to  influence  (McNeir) 142 

Names  of  those  influenced  to  be  given  at  investigation  (Lilley) 6 

Naval  act,  1907,  intent  and  purpose  of,  did  not  know  (Lake) 1113 

Newport,  R.  I.,  trial,  not  present  at  (McNeir) " 145 

No  charges  against  (Lilley) 58, 61, 1587 

No  charges  made  against  (Lilley) 1574 

No  improper  conduct  in  relation  to  any,  on  part  of  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany (Gordon) 395 

No  knowledge  of  assistance  to  elect  or  defeat  in  (Gordon) 394 

No  knowledge  of  attempt  to  influence  (Rice) 461 

No  knowledge  of  communication  to  influence,  from  Fore  River  Ship- 
building Company  (Rice) 460 

No  money  paid  to  (Rice) 461 

No  retainer  to  any  (Rice) : 461 

None  stockholders"  in  Electric  Boat  Company  (Rice) 459 

Postal  cards  concerning  British  submarines  mailed  to 836 

Postal  cards  sent  to  (Skerrett) 884 

Propaganda  to  educate,  started  (Lake) 1062 

Propriety  of  drafting  bills  for  and  meeting 1057 

Sands,  F.  P.  B.,  did  not  try  to  reach Ill 

Statement  as  to  influencing  (Thurston) 1055 

Stock  in  Electric  Boat  Company,  none  owned  by 515 

Submarine  exhibitions,  entertainment  of,  at  (Frost) 507 

Submarines,  never  talked  with  concerning  (J .  C.  Lake) 1234 

' '  Submarine  torpedo  boats, ' '  catalogues  concerning  mailed  (Lake) 1062 

Submarines,  voting  for,  no  corrupting  influence  (Spear) 236 

Witnesses  to  prove  improper  influence  of,  by  newspaper  correspond- 
ents (Lilley) ." 48 

MEMBERS  OF  SIXTIETH  CONGRESS,  charges  apply  to  (Lilley) 7 

MEMORANDUM— ANONYMOUS,  Edinborough  received,  contents  of 726 

MERRY  DEL  VAL,  papal  secretary  of  state: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Name  in  letter  received  (Webster) 1641 

METCALF,  VICTOR  H.  (see  also  Secretary  of  Navy): 

Letter  to,   from   Thurston,    concerning   reference  of  law   to    Attorney- 
General  1050 

METHODS,  WRONGFUL,  none  other  than  those  enumerated  (Lilley) 62 

MICHEL,  H.  S.,  superintendent  Boylan  Detective  Agency,  New  Orleans 1764 

Testimony  of— 

Habana,  cabled  to,  to  locate  Lake -. .  1765 

Lake,  J.  C,  instructed  to  locate 1764 

MICHIGAN  (see  also  Loud;  Assistant  Secretary  of  Navy): 

Business  in,  of  Electric  Boat  Company  (Rice) 465 

Electric  Boat  Company,  no  business  of  legal  nature  in,  through  me  (Gor- 
don)   389 

'  MICOU,  BENJAMIN,  attorney  at  law,  Washington,  D.  C 747 

Subpoenaed 422 
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MICOU,  BENJAMIN— Continued.  P«* 

Testimony  of— 

Alabama  delegation,  acquainted  with  members  of 754 

Attorneys,  propriety  of  preparing  bills  or  amendments 752 

Bath  Iron  Works,  Berger  Company  arranged  with,  to  build  boat  in  case 

of  contract 751 

Berger  Company  does  not  manufacture  boats 751 

Berger  Subsurface  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  attorney  for 748 

Chief  clerk  Navy  Department  three  years 756 

Duties  of,  as  attorney  for  Berger  Company 748 

Herbert,  Hilary  A. — 

In  favor  of  large  Navy 756 

Partner  of 747 

-   Hobson,  R.  P..  asked,  what. committee  had  done  about  subsurface  ap- 
propriation       755 

Littlefield,  C.  E.— 

Prepared  subsurface  bill  for 752 

Subsurface  boat  bill,  purpose  of 753 

Naval  Affairs  Committee,  House  of  Representatives,  informal  hearing 

given  by 750 

Naval  Committees,  propriety  of  attorneys  appearing  before 751 

Secretary  of  Navy  requested  portion  of  appropriation  1907  for  Berger 

Company 749 

Senators  Morgan  and  Pettus,  well  acquainted  with 757 

Subsurface  Boat  Company,  counsel  for  (Berger) 688 

Subsurface  boats  not  comparable  with  submarines a. 749 

MILLER,  GEORGE,  correspondent  Detroit  News: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Anonymous  letter  shown  to  (Carmichael) 769 

Detroit  News,  correspondent  of,  at  Washington  (Edinborough) 723 

MILLER,  HENRY  J.,  subpoenaed 422 

MILLER,  L.  B.: 

Subpoenaed 422 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake  Company,  director  of  (Lake) 1094 

MONOPOLY: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake  contract  given  to  avoid 305 

MOORE,  EDWARD  B .    (Patents,  see  Commissioner  of) 1368 

MORMOSE,  Southern  Pacific  Line,  Lake,  J.  C.?  sailed.on 1214 

MUDD,  SYDNEY  E.  (a  Representative  from  Maryland),  member  Naval  Com- 
mittee: 

Substitute  resolution  offered  by,  on  submarines 423 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Amendment  to  naval  bill  showed  to  (Neff ) 1200 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  ajgent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .      499 

Neff,  Abner  R. ,  conversation  with 1177 

MUNN,  CHARLES,  editor  Scientific  American: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Skerret t  discussed  submarine  article  with 797 

MURRAY  HILL  HOTEL,  Lilley  dictated  telegram  to  (Webster) 1653 

NAVAL  ACT,  1907: 

Testimony  relative  to — 
Butler,  Marion — 

Drafted  amendment,  not  adopted.'. 127 

Substance  of  amendment  offered 12? 

Fairness  of,  statement  as  to  (Lake) 1113 

Submarine  provision,  statement  as  to  exclusiveness  of  (Thurston) 1057 

NAVAL  ACTS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Circular  containing,  sent  out  (Lake) 1081 

NAVAL  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE,  House  of  Representatives: 

Certificate  of  proceedings  before 423 

Charles  Eaton  Creecy  appeared  before 8* 

Hearings  January,  1901  (Lilley's  exhibit) '. 351 

Hearings  January,  1902  (Lilley's  exhibit) 352 

Letter  to,  requesting  hearing,  from  Thurston,  February  6,  1908. . .  • 1062 

Minutes  of  meeting  February  10,  1908,  extract  from <*$ 
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KAVAL  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE— Continued.  P*ge- 

Proceedings  April  23, 1900 157 

Proceedings  March  28,  1902 189 

Votes  in,  on  submarines ^ 423-424, 1634 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Appointed  on,  no  influence  to  secure  (Gregg) 69 

Appointment  on,  how  made  (Gregg) 69-70 

Appointment  on,  made  official  application  for  (Hobson) 66, 66 

Assignments  to,  no  influence  upon  (Rice) 440 

Attendance  at  meetings  of  (Lilley) 1592 

Attorneys  for  Electric  Boat  Company  in  districts  of  members  of  (Lilley) .  51-52 
Attorneys  for  Electric  Boat  Company  in  every  district  represented  on 

Naval  Committee  (Lilley) 50 

Battle  ships  and  submarines,  no  connection  between,  in  (Ellis) 1630 

Campaign  contributions,  how  to  ascertain  if  made  to  (Lilley) 32 

Clique  in,  favoring  submarines  (Lilley) 1556 

Concerning  appointment  on  (Hobson) 63, 64 

Efforts  to  influence,  by  Frost  (Lilley) 32 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Alleged  influence  of,  to  secure  appointments  on. . . . 9 

Attempt  by,  to  influence  appointment  on  (Hobson) 63-66 

Charged  with  defeating  members  of 5 

Lilley,  Geo.  L.,  substantiates  statement  of,  concerning  appointment 

(Hobson) 63 

Conversation  with ,  about  appointment  (Hobson) 66 

Found  fault  with  action  of  (Bates) 1724 

Member  of,  in  Fifty-ninth  and  Sixtieth  Congresses 34 

Wanted  to  show  up  (Lord) 252 

Lobby,  attempted  influence  by,  of 22 

Loud  served  on,  during  first  term  (Gordon) 417 

Loudenslager  motion  in,  history  of  (Lilley). . : 40 

Member  from  North  Carolina  on  (Rice) 464 

Members  of,  charges  of  Lilley  based  partly  on  information  from 6 

Membersof,  not  influenced  (Chas.  Eaton  Creecy) 90 

Members  of,  attempts  to  control  election  of  (Lilley) 28 

Members  of,  makes  no  charges  against  (Lilley) 58 

Members  of,  whom  Electric  Boat  Company  nas  "given  up,"  declines 

to  testify  as  to  (Lilley) 50 

Membership  on,  offer  to  secure  for  certain  Congressmen  (Lilley) 28, 29 

Motion  in,  written  form  of,  handed  to  Lilley  by  Kellogg  (Lilley) 36 

No  correspondence  with  members  of,  concerning  candidacy  for  Con- 
gress (Gordon) 392 

No  influence  to  secure  appointment  to  (Spear) 215 

No  reflection  on  (Lilley) . 33 

Not  bribed  (Rice) 433 

Not  directed  to  do  or  say  anything  touching  action  on  programme  of 

(Gordon) 421 

Reference  to  proceedings  in,  on  submarines  (Lilley) 39 

Representations  on,  from  Virginia  (Rice) 464 

'  Spear,  promised  influence  to  secure  appointment  (Hobson) 64 

Spear,  received  letter  from,  about  appointment  to  (Hobson) 63-64 

Subsurface  boats,  vote  on 1366 

Talking  with  members  of,  do  not  recollect  (Spear) 225 

Vote  ofmembers  of,  concerning  (Gordon) 420 

Williams,  John  Sharp,  concerning  appointment  from,  on  (Hobson) —  64-65 
NAVAL  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE,  Senate: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

South  Carolina  Senator  on  (Rice) 464 

NAVAL  APPROPRIATION,  1908: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Competition  provided  (Spear) 241 

NAVAL  ARCHITECTURE: 

Sueter,  work  on,  high  authority  (Skerrett) 873 

NAVAL  INTELLIGENCE  BUREAU: 

Depository  of  confidential  reports  (Skerrett) 894 

NAVAL  OFFICERS,  UNITED  STATES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Money,  none  paid  to  (Spear) 232 
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NAVAL  POWERS:  ** 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarine  strength  of  ( Lake) I09S 

NAVIGATION,  BUREAU  OF: 

No  arrangement  with  anybody  in,  for  information  (Skerrett; 864 

NAVY,  officers  and  men  of,  no  knowledge  of  gifts  to  ( Rice) 4€7 

Secretary  of,  discretion  of  (Rice). 467 

NAVY  DEPARTMENT. 

Official  records,  extracts  from.     (See  Nelson  report,  Porpoise  and  Shark; 

Reports  on  submarines,  Journal  United  States  Artillery;  Octopus.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Bureaus  of,  functions  (Skerrett) 858 

Bureaus  of,  reports  received  from  (Skerrett) 864-665 

Business,  none  l>efore,  except  for  Electric  Boat  Company  (Gordon)...  395 

Butler,  Marion,  correspondence  with,  substance  of 124 

Charges,  make  none  against  ( Lilley ) 1345 

Confidential  reports  in — 

Access  to  ( Skerrett ) 894 

Depository  of  (Skerrett) SM 

Disposition  of  (Skerrett) 894 

Confidential  reports  to,  how  considered  (SJcerrett) 858-859 

Contracts,  no  corruption  in  awarding  (Lilley) 1341 

Contract  with,  for  Octopus  type  made  by  request  of  (Rice) 456 

Criticism,  none  by  (Lake) 1113 

Detriment  to  country  to  have  had  five  Secretaries  in  five  years  (Lilley).  1341 

Efforts  to  influence,  pronounced  false  (Rice) 425 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Brief,  took  active  part  after  filing  of  (Gordon) 395-396 

Efforts  of,  to  influence 5 

Hostility  toward,  pf  (Gordon) 390 

Employees  of,  acquainted  with,  certain  (Skerrett) 865 

Favors!  never  received  from  (Spear) 244 

Gross  incompetency  not  charged  (Lilley) 1342 

Holland  Boat  Company's  design  approved  of  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy). .  82 

Information,  arranged  with  friends  in,  to  secure  (Skerrett) 862-863 

Influence,  concerning  charge  of  efforts  to  (Rice) 427 

Johnson,  Norman  G. ,  never  appeared  before 731 

Lake  Company — 

Preference  given  to,  by  (Rice) 426 

Stock  in,  none  owned  by  officials  of WE 

March  trial,  how  brought  about  (Lake) HM 

Money,  none  paid  to  officials  of  (Frost) 506 

Neff ,  Abner  R.,  business  transacted  at 11"* 

No  secret,  private,  or  personal  representation  made  to  any  officer  of 

(Gordon) 417 

Officers  of,  gracious  about  giving  out  information  (Skerrett) 859 

Officials  educated  as  to  submarines  (Charles  Eaton.  Creecy) 84 

Practice  of ,  as  to  premiums  and  penalties  in  trial  tests  (Skerrett) 854 

Price  of  submarines  fixed  by,  not  Congress  (Cappe) 290 

Report  and  publications  of,  persons  written  to,  for  (Skerrett) 881 

Report  of  board  of,  on  engines  (Gordon) 416 

Reports  received  from,  confined  to  submarine  type  in  which,  interested 

(Skerrett) 877 

Representations  made  at  (Gordon) 396 

Requested  any  information  from  (Skerrett) 877-878 

Secret  and  confidential  reports,  company  possessing  has  advantage 

(Skerrett) .... „....VTT.. !?.  886 

Secrets  of 876 

Sources  of  information  in  (Skerrett) 863 

Submarines,  should  send  commissions  abroad  to  study  (Lake) HI' 

Submarines,  synopsis  of  facts  relating  to 244 

Treatment  of  Electric  Boat  Company  by  (Rice) *26 

Visits  to  (Skerrett) #' 

NEFF,  ABNER  R.: 

Erie,  Pa.,  in  charge  of  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company's  office  in  Washington, 

Letter  given  to,  from  J.  C.  Lake  for  presentation  to  Lilley  (exhibit) 1310 
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fEFF,  ABNER  R.— Continued.  Page. 

Subpoenaed 422 

Testxmony  of— 

Affidavits  of  Ferguson  and  J.  C.  Lake — 

Came  by  mail 905 

No  typewritten  copies  of 905 

Presented  to  Mr.  Lilley,  nothing  else 905 

Statement  concerning 904 

Affidavits,  receipt  of  from  Bridgeport 1196 

Anonymous  communication,  written  on  Smith- Premier,  machine  of 

witness 1496 

Anonymous  letters,  no  knowledge  of  preparation 1499 

Bannon,  Lilley  consulted  with 1205 

Barnett,  prepared  questions  to  be  propounded  to 1188 

Bates,  Arthur  L. — 

Conversation  with 1177 

Private  secretary  to 1174 

Talked  with  after  vote  in  Naval  Committee 1497 

Clippings,  filed  by  Lilley,  preparation  of 1496 

Competition,  advantage  of,  urged  by  Lilley  letter 1199 

Competition,  open,  prepared  fight  for,  on  floor  of  House 1201 

Competition,  open,  presented  arguments  for 1177 

Connecticut  Delegation,  consented  to  go  Navy  Department  on  behalf 

Lake  Company 1181 

Connecticut  Delegation,  Lake  gave  luncheon  to 1181 

Connecticut  Delegation,  members  talked  with 1180 

Creecy,  Holland  Company,  knew  of  relations  with 1 189 

Ferguson,  Sam,  concerning  affidavit  of 905 

Foss,  Geo.  E. .  submarines,  understood  to  be  against 1 177 

Frost,  Elihu  B  — 

Lilley  suggested  facts  concerning 1193 

Prepared  questions  to  be  propounded  to 1186 

Haynes,  office  lcey  given  to 1191 

Hill,  E.  J. ,  open  competition,  to  make  fight  for 1201 

House  resolution  264,  gave  Lilley  for  introduction 1489 

Not  prepared  before  investigation  resolution 1492 

Prepared  by 1489 

Prepared  in  Lake  office 1489 

Investigation,  desired  to  assist  in  all  ways  possible 1204 

Jenkins,  A.  S.,  not  acquainted  with 1205 

Johnson,  Arthur  C. — 

Duties  of,  with  Lake  Company 1204 

Prepared  questions  to  be  propounded  to 1188 

Kerr,  not  acquainted  with 1190 

Lake  Company,  entered  service  of 1175 

Lake,  J.  C.— 

Concerning  affidavit  of 905 

Gave  Connecticut  delegation  luncheon,  New  Willard 1181 

Letter  from,  delivered  to  Lilley 1310 

Suggested  to,  presenting  arguments  to  Connecticut  delegation  . . .  1181 

Reported  results  to 1178 

Letter  to  Secretary  of  Navy,  received  copy  of 1313 

Lilley,  "George  L.— 

Against  submarines 1179 

Assistance  rendered  to,  concerning  investigation 1185 

Called  on  after  resolution  introduced 1184 

Comment  on  submergence  experience 1198 

Conversation  with,  at  Waterbury 1312 

Did  not  tell  vote  of  Naval  Committee 1498 

Furnished  aflidavits  to 1188 

Given  scant  consideration  by 1 180 

Invited  to  submergence  by  Lake 1 198 

Not  much  of  a  fighter 1201 

Open  competition,  in  favor  of 1180, 1200 

Prepared  questions  for,  on  typewriters 1186 

Questions  submitted  by,  prepared  by  Thurston  and  witness 1206 

Said  Naval  Committee"had  hot  struggle 1201 
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NEFF,  ABNER  R.— Continued.  *•*• 
Testimony  of— 

Lilley,  George  L.— Continued. 

Services  of  witness,  paid  nothing  for 1206 

Submarines,  promised  to  vote  moderate  amount  for 1200 

Telegram  sent  Secretary  of  Navy,  by. . ! 1198 

Went  down  in  submarine 1197 

Lilley  resolution,  first  heard  of  on  day  of  introduction 1182 

Loud,  Lilley  said  nothing  concerning 1204 

Loud,  conversation  with 1177 

McNeir,  duties  similar  to ." 1197 

Members  of  CongresB — 

Called  on,  concerning  Lake  boats 1176 

Did  not  talk  with,  concerning  investigation 1189 

Memorandum,  February  13,  1908,  did  not  write 1495 

Mudd,  Sydney  E. — 

Conversation  with 1177 

Showed  amendment  to 1200 

Navy  Department — 

lousiness  transacted  at 1176 

Kept  in  touch  with 1178 

Newspaper  clippings,  subscribed  for 1191 

Newspaper  men,  never  talked  business  with .-. .  1183 

Press  committee,  no  part  in  hearing  before 1192 

Publicity  work,  nothing  to  do  with 11© 

Questions — 

As  to  identification  of 1194 

Lilley's  secretary  assisted  in  preparation  of 1195 

Preparation  of,  for  various  witnesses 1195 

Prepared,  how  obtained 1187 

Revised  Statutes — 

Familiar  with  certain  sections 1491 

Whitney  called  attention  to  provisions  of 1492 

Rice,  prepared  questions  to  be  propounded  to 1186 

Select  committee,  nothing  to  keep  from 1196 

Services  of,  at  Washington 1175 

Sperry  bill — 

Requested  Lilley  to  urge  in  committee 1182 

Saw  Lilley  concerning 1182 

Urged  provisions  of,  upon  Naval  Committee 1179 

Submarines,  Lilley  not  in  favor  of 1182 

Subpoenas,  received  blank  forms  from  Lilley 1309 

Telegram  to  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  wrote  for  Lilley 1312 

Thurston — 

Advised  with,  concerning  preparation  of  question 1196 

Did  not  advise,  as  to  conferring  with  Lilley 118S 

Suggested  Lilley  see 1184 

Treadwell,  prepared  questions  to  be  propounded  to 1188 

Typewriters  in  office — 

Number  and  make 1183 

Whitney  had  use  of 1494 

Typewriters,  Webster  had  nothing  to  do  with 1496 

Washington  Sanitarium,  J.  C.  Lake  at 1197 

Whitney — 

Had  courtesy  of  Lake  office 1494 

May  have  suggested  resolution 264, 1490 

Witnesses,  suggested  names  to  Lilley,  of 1188 

Women,  prepared  question  containing  name  of 1195 

Testimony  relative  to 

Data,  suggested  by,  to  assist  Lilley  (Webster) 1288 

Importuned  by  (Lilley) 1320 

Lake  Company,  knew  of  employment  by  (Webster) 1286 

Lake  Company's  Washington  manager,  duties  of  (Lake) 1076 

Lilley  resolution — 

Did  not  mention  to  (Webster) 1288 

Regretted  introduction  of  (Webster) 1296 

i              Questions,  assisted  by  in  preparation  of  (Webster) 12W 
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fEPF,  ABNER  R.— Continued.  *•*•• 
Testimony  of — 

Secretary  of  Navy,  knew  contents  of  letter  to  (Webster) 1292 

Suggested  conference  with  Senator  Thurston  (Lilley) 64 

Waterbury  interview,  statement  concerning  (Lilley) 1320 

Witnesses,  furnished  names  of  (Lilley) 55 

FEIjSON,  CHARLES  P.,  Lieutenant,  U.  S.  Navy: 

Patent,  assignment  of  (exhibit) 1481 

Patent  granted  to,  for  nonfogging  instrument  (exhibit) 1481 

Patents,  Commissioner  of,  letter  from,  concerning  issuing  to  (exhibit) 1368 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 866 

Acquainted  with  (Spear) 232 

Commanding  officer  of  Porpoise  (Skerrett) , 857 

Confidential  report  on  Porpoise,  to  whom  made  (Skerrett) 856 

Electric  Boat  Company  purchased  invention  of  (Frost) 512 

Frost,  acquainted  with "  511 

Has  not  seen,  since  June,  1904  (Skerrett) 856 

SKLSON   REPORT: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Copy  of,  received  anonymously  (Skerrett) 866 

Do  not  know  whether  any  portion  omitted  (Skerrett) 878 

Do  not  recall  whether  marked  confidential  (Skerrett) 866 

Does  not  recall  both  commendation  and  criticism  in  (Skerrett) 877 

Extracts  from — how  often  received  (Skerrett) 879 

How  information  obtained,  about  (Skerrett) 862 

Information  about,  obtained  anonymously  (Skerrett) 862 

Might  have  been  garbled  (Skerrett) 878 

•    Nothing  to  indicate  its  accuracy  or  verity  (Skerrett) m 878 

Only  used  portion  to  substantiate  his  theory  (Skerrett) ." 877 

Probable  notations  upon  (Skerrett) 878 

Used  criticism  in  (Skerrett) 877 

NEWBERRY,  TRUMAN  H.,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Navy: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with,  but  not  intimately  (Gordon) 93 

Gordon  not  intimatelv  acquainted  with 390 

Matters  presented  to  (Gordon) : 393 

Requested  by  Frost  to  present  matters  to  (Gordon) 393 

NEW  ORLEANS,  testimony  taken  in 1767 

NEWPORT  NEWS,  VA.,  PRESS: 

Article  from,  May  4,  1906  (Lilley  exhibit) 358 

Article  from,  April  22,  1906  (Lilley  exhibit) 357 

NEWPORT,  R.  I.: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Competition  in  submarines  at  (Lilley) 37 

Submarine  trial,  McNeir  present  at 145 

NEWPORT  TRIALS: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Electric  Company,  best  boat  at  (Lilley) 1327 

Government  method  of  conducting,  eminently  fair  (Lake) 1092 

Lake  Company  would  have  claimed  entire  contract,  if  successful  at 

(Lake) 1111 

Lake,  present  at 1091 

NEWSPAPERS: 

Testimony  relative  to— 

Articles  in,  no  money  paid  for  (Lake) 1070 

Electric  Boat  Company,  alleged  subsidies  paid  by,  to 5 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  not  subsidized  ( Barnett) 667 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  not  subsidized  (Tread well) 741 

Lake  Company,  stock  in,  none  owned  by  (Lake) 1076 

Lilley,  charges  by,  not  based  altogether  on  statements  of 6 

No  payments  made  to  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 95 

No  subsidy  to  (Rice) 430 

Publicity,  no  campaign  of  (McNeir) 163 

Reports  of,  colored  by  agents  of  Electric  and  Holland  companies  (Lil- 
ley)   28 

Subsidized,  know  of  none  having  been  (Skerrett) 806 
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NEWSPAPER  ARTICLES:  *■* 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Certain  foreign,  reference  to  ( Rice) 433-434 

Does  not  vouch  for  truth  of  (Lilley) 51 

Money,  none  spent  to  color  (Erly) 1041 

Publication  of,  no  impropriety  in  (Thurston) 105^ 

NEWSPAPER  CLIPPINGS: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Filed  bv  Lillev,  preparation  of  ( Neff) 14* 

NEWSPAPER  CORRESPONDENTS: 
Testimony  relatiie  to — 

Affidavits,  furnished  by  Webster 1286 

Butler.  Marion,  no  communication  with 132 

Can  not  state  what  paid  to  ( Lilley) 48 

Can  only  eive  names  of  Lord  and*  Erly  (Lilley) 47 

Employed  by  Electric  Boat  Company  (Lilley) 32.46 

take  business,  never  talked  with,  concerning  ( Neff) IMS 

Lilley  investigation,  claim  became  a  joke  (Webster) 1280 

Lilley  resolution,  told  of  before  introduction  ( Webster) 12CT 

Money  alleged  to  have  been  paid  to  ( Rice) 431 

Money  paid,  statement  as  to  (McNeir) 149 

Subsidies  to  influence,  no  knowledge  of  (Lake) 10® 

NEW  SUFFOLK.  Electric  Boat  Company,  plants,  at  (Spear) 240 

NEW  WILLARD  HOTEL: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Never  staved  at  i Gordon) 421 

NEW  WILLARD*  LUNCHEON: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Did  hot  attend  [  Lilley) 132" 

Not  present  at  \  Lilley) 1321 

44  New  Willard  Telegram,' '  photographic  exhibit  of 1368 

NEW  YORK  CITY,  testimony  taken  in 1755 

NEW  YORK  CLIPPING  BUREAU,  take  Company,  subscribed  to 1IM 

NEW  YORK  HERALD: 

Article  from,  June  5,  1907  ( Lillev  exhibit ) 357 

Article  from,  February  22,  1908  (Lilley  exhibit) 360 

Statement  of  Holland  in,  quoted 457-458 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Interview  concerning  Hobson's  testimony  ( Spear) 218 

NEW  YORK  SUN: 

Article  from,  concerning  Lillev's  attitude,  February  21,  1908 1280 

Article  from.  February  2,  1908  { Lilley  exhibit) 361 

Article  from,  February  7.  1908  ( Lilley  exhibit) 381 

Article  from.  February  11,  1908  ( Lilley  exhibit ) 362 

Article  from.  February  20,  1908  ^  Lilley  exhibit) 362 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Alleged  interview  in.  with  Representative  Lilley,  accusing  certain 

Members  of  Congress  of  graft,  aenied 9-10 

Colored  stuff,  would  not  print  ( Lord) 253 

Formerly  employed  by  (Lord) 250 

Lord.  Frank  H.,  amount  of  salary 250 

I*>rd,  Frank  B.,  resignation  asked  by  Oulahan  (Lord) 25" 

McNeir  article,  not  published  in  ( Lord) 254 

No  comment  to  make  on  article  of  February  21, 1908  (Lillev) SO 

NEW  YORK  TIMES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Article,  application  for  (McNeir) 150 

NEW  YORK  WORLD: 

Article  from  (Lilley  exhibit) 350 

Article  from,  as  to  placing  in  the  record  (Lilley) 50 

Special  article,  March  8.  1908.  concerning  investigation 105 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Called  on  by  representative  of  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) W 

Denial  of  interview  (Lilley) 514 

NICOLL,  DELANCEY.  fee  paid  to, as  attorney  (Rice) 462 

NIXON.  LOUIS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Spear,  salary  offered  to 220 


INDEX.  1877 

IORTH   CAROLINA:  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Butler,  Marion,  from;  also  member  on  House  Naval  Committee  (Rice).  464 
)'BRIEN,  MATTHEW: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Select  committee  criticised  bv  (Webster) 1633 

)CTOPUS: 

(See  also  Submarines,  competition  in.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Advance  in  design  and  construction  over  Lake  (Skerrett) 847 

Best  possible,  in  that  type  (Skerrett) 885 

Beyond  comparison  (Rice) 443 

Breakdown  of  (Rice) 446 

Breakdown  of  (Spear) 446 

Competitive  te/t  won  by  (Rice) 446 

Construction  cost  exceeded  contract  price  (Bowles) 1743 

Construction,  cost  of  (Howies) 1733 

Detailed  statement,  cost  of,  company  willing  to  furnish 1482 

Diagram  showing  curves  of  resistance,  how  obtained  and  where  depos- 
ited (Skerrett) 893 

Diagrams,  etc.,  original  source  of  information  in  navy- yard  (Skerrett).  894 

Difference  in  size  of,  etc. ,  and  Lake  (Skerrett) 847 

Independent  work  on  (Rice) 459 

Information  concerning,  did  not  know  it  was  confidential  (Skerrett). .  873 

Information  concerning,  did  not  try  to  verify  (Skerrett) 872-873 

Information  concerning,  Dutch  officers  may  have  obtained  from  Elec- 
tric Boat  or  Maxim  Company  (Skerrett) 896 

Information  concerning,  leaked  out  at  conference  with  Dutch  officers 

(Skerrett ) 872 

Information  concerning,  refuses  to  give  name  of  officer  from  whom 

obtained  (Skerrett) 867 

Lake  boat  preferred  to  (Skerrett) 848 

Lake  Company  to  make  boat  better  than  (Skerrett) 853 

Mentioned  in  naval  bill  ( Lilley) •. 43 

No  knowledge  of  loss  of  control  of  ( Rice) 455 

Not  yet  accepted  (Rice) 446 

Performances  of,  drawings  and  figures  of,  sent  to  Berlin  office  (Skerrett)..  880 

Plans,  knew  they  were  confidential  ( Skerrett) . 870 

Plans  of,  under  construction  while  Lieutenant  Costa  in  United  States 

(Skerrett) 868 

Statement  about  propeller  shafts  obtained  from  foreign  officer 

(Skerrett) 866-867 

Structural   features  of.  don't  know  where  Holland  officers  received 

information  concerning  (Skerrett) 896 

Submerged  rims  in  trial  tests,  comparison  with  Lake  (Skerrett) 852 

Superior  to  boat  of  Lakje  Company  (Skerrett) 887 

Technical   information    concerning,  can  not   identify  foreign   officer 

which  gave  (Skerrett) ." 868 

Won  because  one  year  newer  (Lilley) 42 

Wron  in  contest  with  Lake  ( Lilley) 37 

OCTOPUS  AND  LAKE: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Both  obsolescent  (Lilley) 42 

Comparative  analysis  of  test  trials  between,  comment  on  (Skerrett) . .  849-852 
Relative  merits,  disagreed  in  part  with  Senator  Thurston's  contention 

as  to  (Skerrett) 886 

Relative  size  and  merits  (Skerrett) 847 

Relative  value  of,  per  ton 848 

Report  of  board  on,  disagrees  with,  as  to  hydroplanes  (Skerrett) 887 

Report  on,  tests  of,  disagrees  with,  as  to  certain  details  (Skerrett). .  887, 888 

Trial  tests  of  speed  conditions  (Skerrett) 848 

OCTOPUS  AND  SIMON  LAKE  X,  competition  between  (Rice) 436 

OCTOPUS  TYPE: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Contract  for,  not  present  when  made  (Rice) 456 

•     Superiority,  percentage  of  (Spear) 243 

OHIO,  no  recollection  of  employment  of  persons  from  (Rice) 466 
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OLCOTT,  JACOB  VAN  VECHTEN  (a  Representative  from  New  York),  i 

ber  of  Naval  Committee:                         .  **s 

Reference  to  (Lilley) 51 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .  880 
Johnson,  Norman  G.,  acquainted  with,  never  spoke  to,  concerning  sub- 
marines   731 

OLMSTED,  MARLIN  E.  (a  Representative  from  Pennsylvania): 

Appointed  on  committee  under  House  resolution  288 3 

Refers  to  report  of  '  *  Leader  investigation  " 85 

OLNEY,  RICHARD: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Opinion  by,  concerning  (Johnson) 735 

O'NEIL,  ADMIRAL  CHARLES: 

Testimony  relative  to —  • 

Butler,  Marion,  statement  as  to  testimony  of 130 

Submarines,  opposed  to  (Butler,  Marion) 130 

OPEN  COMPETITION.     (See  C  ompetition;  submarines.) 

ORDNANCE  PATENTS,  interest  in  (Skerrett) 884 

OSBORN,  ALBERT  S.,  handwriting  expert,  Rochester,  N.  Y 1*01 

Testimony  of— 

Anonymous  letters,  written  on  same  machine  as  identified  exhibits. ..  1408 

Conclusions,  how  reached 1488 

Identified  exhibits,  all  written  on  Smith  Premier 1407 

Important  cases  connected  with 1482 

Operators,  as  to  identification  of 1412 

Smith-  Premier,  style  of  type  different  from  other  machines 1408 

Thurston's  questions  answered 1478 

Typewriting,  methods  of  identification 1404 

PACIFIC  COAST: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Chambers  of  commerce,  petitions  sent  by  (Lake) HJJ 

Petitions  from ,  favored  Holland  Company  (Lake) 11«[ 

Submarines,  called  on  Senator  Ankeny  (McNeir) 140 

Submarines,  sentiment  on,  for  (Ellis) 1®0 

PACIFIC  IRON  WORKS: 
I    Testimony  relative  to — 

•*            Lake  Company  purchases  material  of  (J.  C.  Lake) 1281 

PADGETT,  LEMUEL  P.  (a  Representative  from  Tennessee) H» 

Testimony  of— 

Battle  ships  and  submarines,  no  connection  between 17*7 

Submarines,  no  one  in  committee  objected  to  number  provided  for. . .  WJ3 

Would  have  voted  for,  had  proviso  been  stricken  out ™ 

Vote  on,  in  committee H» 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Amendment,  effect  of  (Lilley) 43 

Failed  in  committee,  voted  for  (Lilley) 89 

In  effect  favorable  to  Lake  Company  (Lilley) JJ 

Offered  by,  for  competition  (Lilley) 38 

Submitted  by,  on  submarines Jj[ 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost).  500 

Lilley  claims  against  proposition  (Lord) ^52 

PADGETT'S  AND  HOBSON'S  DISTRICTS:  t  : 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Attornevs  for  Electric  Boat  Company  in  (Lilley) 5l 

PAINE,  JOHN 'BARTON: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Foss.  wrote  letter  to,  at  my  suggestion  (Pemperton) ij* 

PARSONS,  HERBERT,  Johnson,  N.  G.,  lives  in  Congressional  district  of....  734 

PARTHENIA,  no  knowledge  of  use  of  (Rice) *l 

PATENTS: 

Testimony  relative  to —  ^ 

Chief  values  and  assets  of  (Butler,  Marion) Jg 

Electric  Company  commenced  suit  for  infringement Ijjj 

Know  nothing  of  (Bowles) 1™ 

Lake  Company,  title  to  (Lake) 1081 
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PATENTS— Continued. 

Testimony  relative  to —                                     .  Pft8o- 

On  submarines  (Lilley) 38 

Policy  of  Electric  Boat  Company  in  acquiring 443 

Submarines,  figure  in  cost  of  (Bowles) 1742 

PATENTS,  COMMISSIONER  OF,  letter  from,  concerning  Charles  P.  Nelson.  1368 
PAYNE,  S.  E.  (a  Representative  from  New  York): 
te  Testimony  relative  to — 

*-        Lilley  resolution,  knew  of,  before  introduction  (Lilley) 1364 

PEACOCK,  EDWARD  L.: 
ft#    Testimony  relative  to — 

I*           Lake  Company,  chief  constructor  of  (Lake) *.  1066 

PEMBERTON    F.  R.,  New  York  City,  former  banker  and  broker 767 

Subpoenaed 422 

Testimony  of— 

Business  acquaintances 758 

Converse,  Admiral,  called  on  at  suggestion  of  Secretary  Metcalf 758 

Fobs,  G.  E.,  chairman,  Metcalf  suggested  seeing 759 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  favorable  to  submarines 765 

Found  merit  in  subsurface  boat 760 

Made  address  in  New  York,  at  suggestion  of 760 

Said  subsurface  amendment  had  gone  into  naval  bill 767 

Littlefield,  C.  E.,  introduced  to,  by  Hobson 761 

•  Littlefield,  subsurface-boat  bill,  changes  in,  how  made 762 

Members  of  Congress,  none  stockholders  or  directors  of  Berger  Com- 
pany   758 

Paine,  John  Barton,  wrote  Foss  at  my  suggestion 759 

Secretary  Metcalf  called  on  in  interest  of  Berger  Company 758 

Secretary  Metcalf  favored  Government  acquiring  subsurface  boats 758 

Subsurface  boats,  not  obligatory  upon  Secretary  to  purchase 766 

PENALTIES.     (See  Submarines.) 

PHILADELPHIA  PRESS,  article  from.    Lake  submarine,  special  test  for. . .  281 

PHOTOGRAPHIC  exhibits  of  typewriting  . . .  1368, 1372, 1374, 1376, 1380, 1382, 1392 

PJKE.    (See  Submarines.) 

PLUNGER: 

Testimony  relative  to- 
Built  by  Department  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) '. 82 

No  knowledge  of  accident  to  (Rice) 455 

Reimbursed  Government  money  expended  on  (Rice) 445 

PLUNGER  AND  HOLLAND.     (See  Submarines,  competition  in.) 
PQE,Mr.: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Butler  case,  called  on  concerning  (Webster) 1268 

PROFITS: 

(See  also  Electric  Boat  Company  and  Excessive  profits.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Excessive,  in  submarines  (Lilley) 45 

In  submarines,  discussion  of  (Lilley) 43 

Of  Electric  Boat  Companv  in  submarines 32 

POLITICAL  WORK,  no  knowledge  of,  on  part  of  Frost  or  Rice  (Gordon) 394 

POLITICS,  Lake  Company  takes  no  interest  in  (J.  0.  Lake) 1230 

PORPOISE 

(gee  also  Submarines.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Article  en,  as  to  source  of  information  for  (Skerrett) 864-865 

As  to  expense  of  test  of  (Skerrett) 858 

Commanding  officer  of  (Skerrett) 857 

Confidential  report  on  (see  Nelson  report). 

Course  of  reference  of  (Skerrett) 857 

Do  not  remember  where  obtained  (Skerrett) : 855 

How  considered  in  Navy  Department  (Skerrett) 858 

Official  channel  of  (Skerrett)  . .  .* 856 

Does  not  use  hydroplane  (Rice) 455 

Never  heard  of  alleged  accident  to  (Rice) . . . '. '. 455 

Report  on  sinking  of,  probable  notations  upon  (Skerrett) 878 

What  Bureau  conducted  tests  of 857-858 


1880  INDEX. 

ft* 

PORPOISE  AND  SHARK,  reports  on  as  to  portions  uaei  (Skerrett) 878 

PORTEUS,   WILLIAM  A.,  manager  Postal  Telegraph  Company,   New  Or- 
leans.      1763 

Testimony  of — 

Telegrams,  to  or  from  Lake,  refuses  delivery  of 1764 

POSTAL  CARDS: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Copy  for,  preparation  of  (Lake) 1063 

Lake,  took  advice  concerning  sending  of  (Thurston) 1064 

Mailed  February  20,  1908,  concerning  British  submarines 835-836 

Mailing  of,  stopped  when  Lilley  resolution  was  introduced  (Lake) 1063 

Members  of  Congress,  sent  to  (Skerrett) 884 

Preparation  of,  no  knowledge  concerning  (J.  C.  Lake) 1261 

Skerrett  collected  material  for  (Lake) 1062 

Washington  office,  now  sent  out  from  (Lake) 1068 

POSTAL  TELEGRAPH  CABLE  COMPANY,  New  Orleans,  refuses  to  make 

search  for  or  produce  Lake  messages 1773 

"POSTAL  TELEGRAM,"  photographic  exhibit  of 1368 

POTOMAC  RIVER,  Washington,  D.  C. ,  demonstration  of  the  Holland 77 

POWELL,  no  information  obtained  from  (Skerrett) 866 

PREMIUMS.     (See  Submarines.) 

PREPARATION,  declines  to  explain  (Lilley) 56 

PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (see  also  Roosevelt,  Theodore):  . 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Archibald,  going  on  private  mission  for  (Adams) 1 168 

PRESS,  charges  against  (Lilley) 22 

PRESS  COMMITTEE,  hearing  before,  no  part  in  (Neff ) 1192 

PRESS  GALLERY,  Erly  reinstated  after  trial 1042 

PRIVATE  CORRESPONDENCE: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Not  within  scope  of  committee  to  examine  (Lilley) 1521 

PROPAGANDA  to  educate  Members  of  Congress  started  (Lake) 1062 

PROTECTOR: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Building  of,  board  requested  ( Lake) 1093 

Corrects  testimony  regarding  (Skerrett) 855 

Electric  Company  demanded  building  of  stop  (Lake) 1094 

Had  forgotten,  was  of  Lake  type  (Skerrett) 855 

Lake  Company  sought  capital  to  build 1093 

Purchase  of,  bill  passed  by  Senate  killed  in  House  (Lake) 1088 

PROTECTOR  AND  FULTON.     {See  Submarines,  competition  in.) 

PNEUMATIC  GUN  COMPANY,  Charles  Eaton  Creecy  president  of 91 

PUBLICITY,  no  knowledge  of  persons  employed  for  (Rice) 466 

QUIGG-DOBLIN  bribery  case,  reference  to 466 

QUIGG,  L.  E.: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Kerr,  Dr.  Wr.  R.,  met  at  Waldorf  Hotel,  New  York 118 

No  money  paid  to  (Rice) 462 

QUINCY,  MASS.,  Electric  Boat  Company,  plant  at  (Spear) 240 

RAE,  Chief  bureau  steam  engineering: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Met  once,  no  conference  with  (Skerrett) 860 

RALEIGH  HOTEL: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Always  stayed  at  (Gordon) 421 

RAPID  FIRE  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Charles  Eaton  Creecy,  president  of 90 

RECORD,  corrections  of,  Lilley  makes  certain 1485 

REID,  CHARLES: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company,  employed  by  (Johnson) 7© 

REPORTS  ON  PORPOISE  AND  SHARK: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Discussed  (Skerrett) 877,878,87? 
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REPORTS  ON  SUBMARINES:  Page- 
Testimony  relating  to — 

Accuracy  as  to  (Skerrett) 879, 883 

Accuracy  of  taken  for  granted  (Skerrett) 880 

Anonymously  received  (Skerrett) 862 

Berlin  office,  all  addressed  to  (Skerrett) 879 

Berlin,  received  at  (Skerrett) 879 

European  clients,  none  furnished  (Skerrett) 886 

How  addressed  and  redirection  from  Bridgeport  (Skerrett) 890 

Inquiries  as  to  who  sent,  none  (Skerrett) 881 

None  received  since  return  to  United  States  (Skerrett) 886 

Original,  no  comparison  with  (Skerrett) 883 

Received,  how  often  (Skerrett) 879 

Sender,  no  inquiries  at  Department  as  to  (Skerrett) 883 

Source  from  whence  sent,  as  to  (Skerrett) 879 

Testimony  of  Witness  Skerrett  concerning,  summarized  (Boutell) 900 

Use  of,  indiscreet  (Skerrett) 901 

Valuable  and  instructive  (Skerrett) 891 

Where  and  how  often  received  (Skerrett) 880 

Who  sent  them  (Skerrett) 890, 891 

REPORT  OF  TYPEWRITING  EXPERTS,  identifications,  as  to 1497 

REPREHENSIBLE.     (See  Members  of  Congress.) 
RESIGNATION: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Copy  of  (Skerrett) 899, 900 

Reason  for  and  time  of  (Skerrett) 900 

Time  of  (Skerrett) 899 

RESOLUTION  FOR  INVESTIGATION,  purpose  of  (Lilley) 33 

RESOLUTIONS: 

Authorizing  Speaker  to  issue  subpoenas 71 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Before  introduction  (Lilley) 1564 

Different  from  that  of  Rules  Committee  ( Lilley) 61 

REVISED  STATUTES,  UNITED  STATES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Familiar  with  certain  sections  (Neff) 1491 

WTiitney  called  attention  to  provisions  of  (Neff) 1492 

RICE,  ISAAC  L.,  president  Electric  Boat  Company,  resident  of  New  York — 

Subpoenaed 422 

Witness,  desired  as 15 

Testimony  of— 

Archibald,  J.  F.  C,  employed,  to  go  to  Venezuela  and  Peru 466 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  from  what  State 465 

Attorneys — 

Contingent  contracts  with 444 

Employment  of,  and  purpose 426 

Hunton  and  Butlers,  as  to  those  besides 465 

Method  of  employing 450 

None  to  secure  appropriations  or  orders 458 

Not  employed  from  Congressional  districts  to  influence  Members  of 

Congress 440 

Baughman,  Gen.  L.  Victor,  did  not  know 450 

Belmont,  O.  H.  P.,  as  to  yacht  Electric  Boat  Company  negotiated  for.  454 

Berg,  Hart  O.,  agent  of  Lake  Company,  reference  to 439 

Berliner  Tageblatt,  German  paper  quoted 434 

Bridgeport  Brass  Company,  attempt  by,  to  influence  Congressmen,  no 

knowledge  of 460 

Brown,  Grant  Hugh — 

Concerning  amalgamation  of  boat  companies 445 

Conference  arranged  by,  between  whom 447 

Negotiated  to  sell  out  Lake  Company 436 

Promoter 439 

Bulkeley,  Senator,  Brown  could  stop  investigation 445 

Butler,  Marion — 

Employed,  compensation  private  matter 464 

Employed  for  ability 464 
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RICE.  ISAAC  L.— Continued.  *■«* 
Testimony  of— 

Butler,  Marion — Continued. 

From  North  Carolina 464 

No  knowledge  of  patent  work  by : 464 

No  knowledge  of  legislation  obtained  by 464 

Politics  of 464 

Butler,  M.  C.—   • 

.  Ability  and  influence  of 464 

Denied  having  influence 463 

Employment,  effect  on,  of  relation  with  Senator  Tillman 465 

No  commission  paid  to 458 

No  contingent-fee  contract  with 463 

No  recollection  of  discussing  votes  of  Members  of  Congress  with ...  463 

Campaign  funds — 

Contributions  to,  none  made 432 

Never  expended  anything  for 462 

No  contributions  could  be  made  without  knowledge  of 440 

No  contributions  solicited  from 440 

No  contributions  to 440 

Commissions — 

None  paid  except  to  Creecy 458 

Committee  assignments,  no  influence  upon 440 

Champagne,  no  knowledge  of  money  spent  for 461 

Competition  in  submarines,  charge  of  suppressing  absurd 427 

Contracts — 

Amount  of 444 

Amount  of,  on  hand 445 

Contracts  and  specifications,  public  inspection  of 457 

Creecy,  C.  E.— 

Contract  with 463 

Stock  held  by 450 

Cuttlefish,  part  cost  of,  refuses  to  state 458 

Cuttlefish  type,  profit  of,  refuses  to  state 458 

Cuttlefish,  Viper,  Tarantula,  no  knowledge  of  loss  of  control  of 455 

Doblin,  Philip— 

As  to  communicating  with  any  Member  of  Congress  m  regard  to. .  463 

No  attempt  to  prevent  prosecution  of 462 

Nothing  of  value  given  to 462 

Witness  in  Lessler  bribery  charge 462 

Dulles,  William — 

Acquainted  with 461 

Director  of  Electric  Boat  Company  and  resignation 461 

Had  power  to  refuse  to  sign  checks 461 

Eiercito  o  Armada,  Madrid  paper  quoted 434 

Electric  Torpedo  Boat  Company — 

American  purely 453 

Bonds  of,  none 459 

Business  of,  in  Michigan 465 

Business  places  of 424-425 

Capital  stock  and  dividends  of 425 

Contracts  for  balance  of  appropriation  demanded 448 

Details  of,  not  familiar  with 443-444 

Directors  American  citizens 453 

Employees,  no  knowledge  of  number  of 450 

Employees  of 460 

Finances  of,  management  of 440 

Financial  system  of 449 

Foreign  business  of 426 

Foreign  control  of  stock 454 

Foreign  stockholders,  refuse  to  name 453 

Funds  of,  and  payments  by,  how  made 450 

Navy  Department,  no  officer  of,  stockholder  in 459 

Officers  of 449 

Official  connection  with 449 

Plants,  value  of,  used  by,  refuses  to  state 499 

Policy  of,  responsible  for  general 427 

Profits  of '.'.'.'.'  445-446 
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tCE,  ISAAC  L.— Continued.  P*«e. 
Testimony  of— 

Electric  Torpedo  Boat  Company — Continued. 

Stock  interests  in  Europe  or  England,  will  furnish  privately  informar 

tion  concerning 454 

Stockholder  in,  no  Member  of  Congress 459 

Stockholders,  list  of,  will  furnish  privately 459 

Treasurers  of,  did  Jiot  always  consult 449 

El  Noroeste,  Spanish  newspaper  quoted } 433 

English  Government  given  benefit  of  developments  if  not  secret 453 

English  submarines,  negotiated  contract  for  nrst  5 452 

Erly,  A.  A.,  not  employed 466 

Ferry — 

Had  talked  with  Lilley 460 

Thinks  was  introduced  to 460 

Flint,  Charles  R.,  interviews  with,  concerning  purchase  of  Lake  Com- 
pany    437 

Fore  Kiver  Shipbuilding  Company — 

Congressmen,  no  knowledge  of  communication  of,  to  influence. . .  460 

Cuttlefish,  what  paid  for  construction  of,  refuses  to  state 458 

Knows  nothing  about 460 

Subcontract*  with 444 

Foreign  concerns,  relations  with 426 

Foreign  governments,  policy  of,  concerning  submarines 443 

Forum  Publishing  Company,  president  of 460 

French  submarine  company,  not  the  head  of 455 

Frost,  E.  B.— 

Entertainment  concerning,  furnished  by 431 

Entertainment  discussed  with ,  of  Members  of  Congress 461 

Members  of,  as  to  discussion  with,  concerning  a  woman's  influence 

on  Congress 462 

Gifts— 

No  knowledge  of  any 467 

No  recollection  of  any 460 

Gordon,  W.  D.— 

Attorney,  only,  employed  from  a  Member's  district 440 

Commissions  paid  to  none , 458 

Employment  of 425-426, 465 

Employment  of,  influence  on 465 

Legal  business  done  by. 465 

Michigan,  standing  in,  legislature 465 

Political  influence  of 465 

Votes  of  Members  of  Congress,  no  communication  from,  regarding.  465 

Halsey,  C.  D.,  &  Co.,  not  acquainted  with;  no  business  dealings  with.  453 

Holland  boat,  concerning  patents  of 425 

Holland,  John  P.— 

Amount  paid  him,  will  not  state 457 

Electric  feoat  Company,  employed  by 457 

Electric  Boat  Company,  retired  voluntarily  from 457 

Stock  interest  in  boat  companies,  refuses  to  state  what 457 

Submarines,  quotation  as  to  merits  of;  comment  on 457-458 

Holland  patents 457 

Injunction  against  using,  by  Holland 457 

Holland  Submarine  Company  still  exists;  relations  to  Electric  Boat 

Company ." 425 

Holland  Torpedo  Boat  Company — 

Campaign  funds,  never  expended  money  for 462 

Official  connection  with 449 

Hunton,  Eppa — 

Employment  of 464 

Employment  of ,  no  knowledge  of 463 

Interest  in  various  enterprises 426-427 

Inventions  secret 452 

Irrelevancy  of  questions  asked 456 

Johnson,  as  to  consultations  with,  concerning  attorneys 463 

Kellogg,  John  P. ,  no  authority  to  influence  Congressmen 460 

Kerr,  Dr.  W.  P.,  never  employed  or  paid  money  to 464 
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RICE,  ISAAC  L.— Continued.  *■*■ 
Testimony  of— 

Lake  Boat  Company — 

Amalgamation  with 445 

Amalgamation  with,  propositions  for,  made  to 446 

Charges  made  by 447 

Contract  let  to 445 

Contract  given  to 430 

Contracts  given  to 448 

Could  buy  out 436 

Electric  Boat  Company,  proposed  division  of  business  between 438 

Monopoly  with,  opposed  to  forming 438 

Navy  Department,  preference  to,  by 426 

Purchase,  negotiations  with,  for 436 

Purchase  of,  prices  named  for 437 

Purchase  of,  negotiations  for,  and  price 438 

Reorganization  of,  proposed 438 

Sell  out,  negotiations  on  part  of,  to 436 

Trust,  necessary  to  be  acquired  in  order  to  form 435 

Lake,  met,  with  Browne  and  Flint 439 

Legislation  concerning  charge  to  corrupt 432 

Contingent  contracts  with  attorneys  to  obtain  favorable 444 

No  knowledge  of  woman  in  connection  with 462 

Liberte*,  Paris  paper,  article  from 432 

Lilley,  consolidation  scheme,  information  given  to,  part  of 439 

Ferry  talked  with 460 

Motives  of 435 

Lilley  investigation,  arrangement  proposed  to  stop 445 

When  and  how  informed  by 447-448 

Lloyd,  Robert  McA— 

Acquainted  with 461 

Had  power  to  refuse  to  sign  checks 462 

Lord,  Frank,  not  employed 466 

Loud,  on  Naval  Committee 465 

Loudenslager  amendment — 

Did  not  urge  adoption  of 442 

Dq  not  know  if  attorneys  for  his  company  urged 442 

Good  for  Government  and  his  company 442 

Loudenslager,  H.  C. ,  amendment,  pleased  with 442 

McAdoo,  William — 

Acquainted  with 458 

Once  employed  by  Holland  Company 459 

McNeir,  Chas.  S.,  no  knowledge  of  patent  work  by 464 

Maryland,  no  recollection  of  employment  of  any  person  from 466 

Members  of  Congress — 

As  to  influencing  by  a  woman 462 

Attempt  to  influence,  no  knowledge  of 461 

Entertainment  of 461 

No  money  paid  to 461 

No  retainer  to  any 461 

Naval  Committee,  did  not  bribe  members  of 433 

Naval  Committee  (of  Senate),  South  Carolina  Senators  on 464 

Navy,  Secretary  of,  as  to  discretion  in  expenditure  of  appropriation  . .  467 
Navy  Department — 

Influence,  concerning  charge  of  efforts  to 427 

No  officer  of,  stockholder  in  Electric  Boat  Company 459 

Octopus  type,  contract  with,  for,  made  at  request  of 456 

Officials  of,  charge  pronounced  false  that  efforts  made  by  Electric 

Boat  Company  to  influence 425 

Treatment  by 426 

Newspaper  men,  money  alleged  to  have  been  paid  to 431 

Newspapers,  no  subsidy  to 430 

Nicoll,  Delancey,  counsel  for  Electric  Boat  Company 462 

North  Carolina,  Marion    Butler,  from;  also  member  on  House  Naval 

Committee 464  ' 

Notes  of, refuses  to  state [..[  459 
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OE,   ISAAC  L.— Continued.  Pag* 
Testimony  of— 

Octopus,  beyond  comparison 443 

Break  down  of  (Rice) 446 

Competitive  test  won  by 446 

Control,  no  knowledge  of  lose  of 455 

Independent  work  on 459 

Not  yet  accepted 446 

Octopus  and  Simon  Lake  X,  competition  between 436 

Octopus  type,  contract  for,  not  present  when  made 456 

Ohio,  no  recollection  of  employment  of  persons  from 466 

Parthenia,  no  knowledge  of  use  of 461 

Patents,  policy  of  Electric  Boat  Company  in  acquiring 443 

Plunger,  no  knowledge  of  accident  to,  in  1904 455 

Reimbursed  Government,  money  expended  on 445 

JPorpoise,  never  heard  of  alleged  accident  to 455 

Does  not  use  hydroplanes 455 

,     Profits  of  Electric  Boat  Company 444 

Publicity,  no  knowledge  of  persons  employed  for 466 

Quigg,  Lemuel  E. ,  no  money  paid  to 462 

Rogers,  Gustavus.  not  acquainted  with 462 

Sands,  Francis  P.  B . ,  employment,  no  knowledge  of 464 

Lawsuit  about  employment  of 464 

Schlesische  Zeitung,  of  Breslau,  quoted 434 

Scientific  American,  read  Skerret t  article  in 431 

Secret  agreement  concerning 452 

Secrets , 457 

Shark,  no  knowledge  of  loss  of  control  of 455 

Not  a  hydroplane  boat . .' 455 

Skerrett,  R.  G.,  connected  with  I^ake  Company 431 

Smith ,  William  W. ,  employment  of,  no  knowledge 466 

Not  employed 466 

Nothing  paid  to 466 

Societe"  Francaise  de  Sons-Marins,  license  from  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany   450 

Spear,  as  to  questions  asked  by  Congressman  Loudenslager 466 

Spear,  consulted  about  employment  of 466 

Spear,  service  valuable 466 

Submarine  construction,  not  expert  on 456 

Submarines,  affairs  and  developments  in,  not  generally  familiar  with. .  450 

Competition  in 435, 441-442 

better  results  by  having 442 

Discussed 428-430 

Favor  open  and  fair 437 

Lake  Company  unfair 436 

Stopped  last  May 436 

Contracts  for,  in  1900,  1904,  and  1907 .• 451 

Contracts  for,  policy  in  obtaining 442-444 

English  and  American  types 451 

English  built,  under  Electric  Boat  Company's  license 454 

English  data  as  to  construction,  complete  secret ,. 454 

English  experiments  in,  no  knowledge  of 454-455 

English,  knows  nothing  about 455 

Facts  concerning,  not  controlled  by  Electric  Boat  Company 457 

Great  Britain  furnished,  unless  reason  for  secrecy 452-453 

Holland  type  adopted  in  England 454 

Hydroplane  system,  did  not  use 455 

Hydroplanes — 

Agrees1  with  Spear  that  are  useless 456 

As  to  use  of ^ 454-455 

Navigation  with,  no  expert  upon 456 

Material  and  supplies  for 444 

How  contracted  for 444 

Merits  of  domestic  and  foreign 443 

Navy,  United  States,  development  of 452 

Secret  specifications 457 
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RICE,  ISAAC  L.— Continued.  Pt«». 
Testimony  o/— 

Submarines,  size  of,  English  and  American 452 

Specifications  for 456 

Stern-diving  rudders,  not  competent  to  testify  as  to 456 

Vessels  used  to  show  off,  do  not  remember  names  of 461 

Sueter,  Commander  Murray  F.,  article  written,  by,  no  idea  of  truth  or 

falsity  of 451 

Taylor,  Franklin  A. ,  no  authority  to  influence  Congressmen 460 

Trusts,  how  created 435 

Vickers  Sons  &  Maxim — 

Agreement  with,  alleged  refusal  of  English  Government  to  renew .  455 

British  contract  with,  to  be  secret 452 

Developments,  have  benefit  of  our,  except  when  secret 453 

Electric  Boat  Company,  whether  stockholders  in,  refuses  to  say . .  453 

License  granted  to 450 

Licenses,  how  they  became 454 

Virginia,  representations  of,  on  Naval  Committees 464 

Vonn,  C.  G.,  as  to  purchase  of  yacht  from 454 

White,  Sir  William,  met  him  once 452 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Detectives  employed  by  (Lilley) 

Lake  Company  selling  out,  denial  of  statement,  by  (Lake) 1068 

Newspaper  correspondents,   could   prove   by,   undue  influence  by  83 

(Lilley) 

Political  work  of,  no  knowledge  of  (Gordon) 349 

Questions  asked  about  (Lilley) 94 

Testimony  of,  partly  untrue  (Browne) 1458 

Witness,  subpoena  of,  as,  insisted  upon  (Lilley) 70 

RIPLEY,  GEO.:  23 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Erly,  not  acquainted  with 10 

Lord,  no  conversation  with 244 

ROBERTS,  ERNEST  W.  (a  Representative  from  Massachusetts):  58 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Butler,  T.  S.,  never  at  department  with 342 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost) . .  499 

Secretary  of  Navy,  called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion 278 

ROBERTSON,  CHAS.  N.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Affidavit  of,  how  procured  (Lilley) 1527 

RODENBERG,  W.  A.  (a  Representative  from  Illinois) : 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Erly,  endorsed  for  clerkship  by  (Erly) 1043 

ROGERS,  GUSTAVUS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Not  acquainted  with  (Rice) 462 

ROOSEVELT,  THEODORE,  President  of  the  United  States: 

Letter  from,  concerning  J.  F.  C.  Archibald 365 

Recommended  purchase  of  Holland 87 

Simon  Lake,  appeal  to 397-414 

ROTHERMEL,  JOHN  H.  (a  Representative  from  Pennsylvania) 543 

Testimony  of— 

Lilley  investigation,  know  nothing  of 1544 

New  London,  Conn.,  never  in  city 1543 

RULES,  COMMITTEE  ON: 

Charges  made  before,  explanation  of  (Lilley) 22, 23 

Hearings  before — 

On  resolutions  to  investigate  conduct  of  Electric  Boat  Company,  etc. .  4-10 

On  Mr.  Lilley's  statement  (Busbey) 881 

Lilley,  George  L.,  repeats  statement  made  before 27, 28, 29 

Lilley  resolution,  as  to  report  by  (Lord) 251 

Report  of,  on  resolution  to  appoint  special  committee  to  investigate  chargeB 

by  Representative  Lilley 4 

Statement  before,  as  to  defending  Administration  (Lilley) 1509 

Statement  to,  Thurston  assisted  in  preparing  (Lilley) 60 
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RUSSIA:  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Contracts  pending  with  (Flint) 1454 

Flint,  Charles  R.,  represented  (Lake) 1095 

Lake  boats  for  (Lilley) 44 

Lake  Company,  contracts  with  (Lake) 1097 

Lake  Company  owns  plant  in  (Lake) 1075 

Sands,  F.  P.  B.— 

Employed  to  obtain  contract  with 108 

Legal  adviser  of,  in  United  States 112 

Submarine  types,  thorough  investigation  of  (Lake) 1100 

Submarines,  highest  price  for,  received  from  (Lake) 1101 

Submarines  recommended  to,  by  naval  attache"  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) .  87 
RUSSIAN   SUBMARINES  {see  also  Foreign  Governments): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Data  concerning  (Spear) 227 

SAMPSON,  CAPTAIN  (afterwards  admiral): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Appropriation  recommended  by  (Creecy) 81 

SANDS,  FRANCIS  PRESTON  BLAIR,  attorney  at  law,  Washington,  D.  C. .  107 

Witness,  desired  as ." 17 

Testimony  of— 

Admiral  Ahmed  Bey,  inspected  submarine 108 

Admiral  Dewey,  persuaded  to  inspect  submarine 110 

Compensation,  brought  action  to  collect , 110 

Contract  in  writing  with  Holland  Company 108 

Drafted  bills  and  prepared  reports  for  committees  of  Congress 110 

Frost,  offers  contingent  fee 113 

McNeir,  conversation  concerning  investigation 115 

Members  of  Congress,  did  not  try  to  reach Ill 

Naval  officers,  did  not  attempt  to  advise  or  teach 112 

Papers  and  correspondence,  files  with  committee 138 

Papers  and  records,  promises  to  produce 116 

Russian  Government,  appointed  legal  adviser  of,  in  United  States 172 

Russian  Government,  employed,  to  obtain  contract  with 108 

Vouchers,  checks,  letters,  etc.,  have  none  in  possession 112 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Law  suit  about  emplovment  of  (Rice) 464 

No  knowledge  of  employment  (Rice) 464 

SAULTE,  W.  H.:  ' 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Newspapers,  does  not  correspond  for  (Lillev) 1594 

SCHAEFER,  Chief  Clerk,  Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Said  no  room  in  safe  for  Lake  boat  plans  (Skerrett) 895 

Wrote  to,  for  reports  (Skerrett) 881 

SCHOFIELD,  Ex-Lieutenant: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake,  commanded  by  (Lake) 1099 

SCHLESISCHE  ZrJITUNG,  of  Breelau,  quoted  (Rice) 434 

SCIENTIFIC  AMERICAN: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Advertisements  in,  not  carried  by  Lake  Company  (J.  C.  Lake) 1238 

Articles  in,  knew  nothing  of  until  after  publication  of  (Lake) 1068 

Article  on  submarines,  sent  to  bv  Skerrett 796 

Read  Skerrett  article  in  (Rice)  * 431 

SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY: 

Annual  report,  1907,  extract  from 265 

Attorney-General,  opinion  as  to  submarine  contracts 271 

Letter  to,  requesting  appearance  before  special  committee 203 

Letter  to,  requesting  reports,  printed  matter,  etc 204 

Lilley's  letter  to,  August  10,  1907  (Exhibit) 1503 

Lilley's  telegram  to,  August  10,  1907  (Exhibit) 1503 

Testimony  of— 

Bonos  always  required,  from  bidders  on  contracts 300 

Construction  board,  composition  of - .  - 269 

Department  feels  impelled  to  expend  appropriation  as  intended  by 

Congress 284 
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SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY— Continued.  ** 
Testimony  of— 

Electric   Boat  Company,  contracts  with   Fore  River  Shipbuilding 

Company  for  seven  boats 279 

Exorbitant  price,  in  case  of,  would  not  have  let  contract 28) 

General  board,  composition  of 28s 

Hanna,  E.  P.,  present  when  Lake  contract  was  signed 277 

Inferior  boat.  Department  would  not  contract  for 282 

Lake  Boat  Company  contract,  submission  of  power  to  make  to  Attorney- 
General 270 

Lake  Boat  Company,  contract  with  condition 270 

Lake  Boat  Company,  contractu  with  Bath  Iron  Works  to  build  boats. .  279 

Lake  Company,  offered  to  build  boat  for  $525,000 276 

Lake  contract,  statement  as  to  method  of  payment 300 

Lake  contract ,  would  have  made  on  own  judgment 287 

Lake.  Simon,  requested  delay  in  making  contract 277 

Marix  board  appointed  by  ex-Secretary  Bonaparte,  composition  of  . .  2® 

Minimum  efficiency,  vessels  must  come  up  to  oasis  for 2&4 

Naval  appropriation,  1908,  submarine  provision  more  exclusive  than 

law  of  1907 281 

Number  of  boats  to  be  built,  not  specified  by  Congress 276 

Patents,  for  submarines  not  yet  expired 285 

Profits,  undue,  would  not  have  allowed ." 279 

Report,  1907,  extract  from,  concerning  submarines 238 

Representatives  Butler,  Sherman,  and  Loudenslager,  correction  of  tes- 
timony concerning,  on  page  278 -  -  -  3W 

Representatives  Butler,  Roberts,  Loudenslager,  Sherman,  Lilley,  Hill, 
and  Sperry,  and  Senators  Bulkeley  and  Brandegee  called  as  to  ques- 
tion of  discretion  in  letting  contract 278 

Submarines,  not  in  favor  of  postponing  purchase  until  superior  boat  be 

developed 2© 

Type  of  boat,  best  policy  to  leave  to  Department 285 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Appropriation,  1907,  portion  requested  for  Berger  Company  (Micou) ..  749 

Attorney-General,  offers  to  make  reference  to  (J .  C.  Lake) 1225 

Comparative  analysis  of  test  trials  between  Octopus  and  Lake  presented 

by,  comment  on  (Skerrett) 849-852 

Competition  wanted  by  (J.  C.  Lake) 1224 

Connecticut  delegation  called  on,  to  secure  contract  for  Lake  Com- 
pany ( Lilley) KM 

Contract,  saw  concerning  (J.  C.  Lake) 1224 

Discretion  of,  in  selection  of  submarine  types  (Skerrett) 8M 

Lake  contract,  representations  concerning  (Spear) 235 

Lilley,  letter  to,  September  23,  1907  (Exhibit) 1503 

Lilley,  requested  withholding  of  decision  awarding  contracts  (Neff).-.  1198 

Recommended  four  submarines  (Lilley) & 

Subsurface  boats,  favored  acquirement  by  Government  (Pemberton).  "58 

Thurston,  J.  M.,  permitted  reading  of  report  by 1179 

Waterburv,  letter  to,  statement  concerning  (Lilley) 1320 

SECRET  AGREEMENT,  concerning  (Rice) +52 

BECRETS  OF  NAVAL  ARCHITECTURE,  whether  patriotic  to  obtain,  dis- 
cussed (Skerrett) 876 

SECRETS,  would  not  deal  with  Government  if  public  (Rice) 457 

SELECT  COMMITTEE: 

(See  also  Lilley  Investigation  Committee. ) 

Chairman ,  statement  of,  concerning  Loud  anonymous  letters 1369 

Counsel,  statement  of  chairman  as  to  refusal  to  allow 1523 

Documentary  evidence  submitted,  statement  as  to 773 

Dulles,  William,  letter  received  from 263 

Haynes,  clerk,  Neff  gives  office  key  to 1191 

Letter  to,  from  Lilley,  March  16,  1908 1476 

Letter  to,  from  Lillev,  March  19,  1908 1474,1475 

Letter  to,  from  Lilley,  April  21,  1908 M«0 

Letter  to,  from  Lilley,  March  28,  1908 1477 

Letter  to,  from  Lilley,  March  30,  1908 1476 

Lilley  corrects  record 1485 

Meets  April  8,  1908,  and  adjourns  to  April  14,  1908,  11  a.  m.;  no  business 

transacted 1049 
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SELECT  COMMITTEE— Continued.  ?**•• 

New  Orleans,  testimony  taken  in 1757 

New  York,  testimony  taken  in 1755 

Production  of  books,  papers,  letters,  etc. ,  requested  by  chairman 1635 

Report  to,  of  typewriting  experts .* 1479 

Statement  by  chairman  concerning  instigation  of  charges  by  Lake  Company .     1082 
Statement  of  chairman  concerning  publication  of  documentary  evidence 

before  submission  to 773 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Adverse  decision  from,  Lilley  expected  (Taylor) 476 

Adverse  decision,  in  case  of,  Lilley  would  go  on  floor  and  tell  abqut 

submarines  (Taylor) 476 

Cleveland  Plain  Dealer,  representative  said  become  a  joke  (Webster) . .     1299 

Evidence  taken  by,  suppression  of  (Webster) .• 1264 

Examination  of  witnesses  by,  not  criticised  (Lilley) 1325 

Information,  suggested  Simon  Lake  should  furnish  (Neff) 1185 

Lake,  J.  C,  did  not  know,  wanted  as  witness 1220 

Lilley  asked  Norcross  concerning  fixing  by  Erlv 1044 

Lilley,  questions  submitted  by,  prepared  "by  Thurston  and  Neff 1206 

Private  correspondence,  refuses  examination  of  (Lilley) 1521 

"Whitewash,"  by,  no  statement  as  to  (Lilley) 1514 

SHARK: 

(See  also  Submarines.) 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Article  on,  as  to  source  of  information  for  (Skerrett) 864 

£*o  knowledge  of  loss  of  control  of  (Rice) 455 

Not  a  hydroplane  boat  (Rice) 455 

Report  on,  probable  notations  upon  (Skerrett) 878 

SHARK  AND  PORPOISE,  reports  on,  as  to  portions  used  (Skerrett) 878 

SHELLEY,  BUTLER  &  MARTIN,  attorneys: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Employed  by  boat  company,  1895  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 80 

SHELTER  ISLAND,  Long  Island  Sound: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarine  experiments  at  (Butler) 75 

8HEPHERD,  JUDGE  T.  F.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Edinborough,  talked  with,  at  Bay  City 719 

SHERMAN,  GENERAL,  investigation  of ,  not  allowed  counsel 1522 

SHERMAN,  J.  S.  (a  Representative  from  New  York) 1725 

New  York  Sun,  alleged  interview  in,  with  Representative  Lilley,  implicat- 
ing denied ". 9, 10 

Testimony  of— 

Lilley  resolution,  saw  before  introduction 1725 

Lilley,  would  not  introduce  resolution  if  Naval  Committee  provided 

open  competition - 1725 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Butler,  T.  S.,  never  at  Department  with 342 

Lilley,  George  L.,  accusations  by,  concerning  (Lord) 251 

Lilley  resolution — 

Conversation  with,  before  introduction 1504 

Knew  of,  before  introduction  (Lilley) 1364 

Secretary  of  Navy — 

Called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion 278 

Correction  of  statement  concerning 300 

SHULTZ,  WILLIAM  H.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Private  Secretary.  Simon  Lake 1068 

SICARD: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

No  communications  from,  none  requested  (Skerrett) 882 

Sent  post  cards  to  (Skerrett) 881 

SIMON  LAKE  X  AND  OCTOPUS,  competition  between  (Rice) 436 

SINGER  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Lake  Company  stock  owned  by  certain  officials  of  (Lake) 1075 
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SKERRETT.  ROBERT  G..  engineer  New  York  City 7*2 

Article  on  submarines,  extracts  from 802,304 

Testimony  of— 

Alexander.  Mr. ,  no  arrangement  with,  nor  others 864 

Appropriations,  how  apportioned 858 

Army  and  Navy  Register,  obtained  information  from 819 

Articles,  obtained  information  for,  from — 

Captain  Marsh  and  Captain  Rogers 820 

Hilligan.  Chambers.  Fletcher,  Edwards,  Melville,  and  others.....  839 
Barry,  Richard  (Bureau  of  Supplies  and  Accounts),  no  reports  received 

*  from ? 882 

Baudoin,  Lieut. -Commander,  Dutch  navy,  might  have  given  informa- 
tion for  newspaper  article 868 

Baudoin  visitea  United  States 868 

Berlin  address,  who  in  Washington  knew 880, 881 

Berlin,  headquarters  in 879 

Berlin,  left  Lnited  States  to  go  to,  March  4,  1905 8* 

Berger  Company,  could  not  compete  before  October  1 ,  1908 897 

Besselievre,  chief  clerk  Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair- 
Acquainted  with 860 

Do  not  recall  talking  to,  about  Nelson  report 860 

Biddis,  Mr.,  intimately  associated  with,  did  not  request  information 

from 865 

Bidsunderactof  1907 848 

Board  on  Construction —  • 

Qualified  to  criticise  findings  of 895 

Report  of,  on  Octopus,  reference  to 887 

Brandt,  chief  clerk  Bureau  of  Ordnance — 

Acquainted  with ;  conversed  about  submarines 861 

Do  not  recall  being  given  chance  to  inspect  records  of S61 

Received  annual  report  from 882 

Bridgeport ,  extracts  from  reports  on  submarines,  redirected  from 890 

British  Journal,  reproduction  of  articles  in,  nothing  to  do  with 874 

Callahan,  chief  clerk  Bureau  of  Navigation — 

Acquainted  with 859 

Do  not  recall  speaking  to,  about  Nelson  report 85&-860 

May  have  requested  information  from 863 

Wrote  to,  for  reports 881 

Capps,  Admiral,  Chief  Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair,  acquainted 

with 860 

Capps,  Admiral,  do  not  recall  talking  to,  about  any  specific  reports...  860 

Congressional  action  not  criticised  in  magazine  articles 815 

Construction  and  Repair,  Bureau  of — 

Do  not  recall  getting  information  from 861 

No  room  in  s.ife  of,  for  Lake  boat  plans $95 

Costa,  Lieutenant  (Dutch  officer) — 

May  have  received  information  about  Octopus  from  Electric  Bait 

or  Maxim  Company 896 

Object  of  conference  with,  to  show  improvements  in  Lake  boat . .  871 

Plans  of  Octopus  under  construction  during  visit  to  United  States.  868 

Visited  United  States 868 

Will  not  state  positively  that  he  furnished  technical  information. .  871 
Converse,  Admiral — 

Chief  Bureau  of  Ordnance,  acquainted  with 861 

•    Gave  views  for  newspaper  articles '861 

No  particular  information  obtained  from 861 

Talked  with,  about  submarine  boats '861 

Criticism  of  submarine  legislation  in  pending  bill 800 

Denver  Company — 

Could  not  compete  before  October  1,  1908 897 

No  employment  from 828 

Own  no  stock  in 843 

Denver  concern,  consulted  with 884 

De  Renzie,  Baron,  Italian  representative  of  Lake  Company,  present  at 

conference  with  Dutch  officers 871 

Designed  boats  for  Lake  Company 793 

Diving  type  of  boat,  do  not  believe  in 814 
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SKERRETT,  ROBERT  G.— Continued.  P««e- 
Testimony  of— 

Dutch  officers — 

Conference  with 872 

Object  of  conferences  with,  to  show  improvement  in  Lake  boat. ..  871 
Electric  Boat  Company — 

Holland  Government  had  boat  built  on  planB  of 897 

Negotiated  with  Holland  Government  prior  to  conversation  of 

witness,  Holland  officers 895 

None  other  than,  could  compete  before  October  1,  1908 897 

Not  consulted  with 884 

Own  no  stock  in 843 

Provision  for  competitive  test  on  or  before  October  1  would  award 

entire  appropriation  to 897 

European  concerns,  consulted  with 884 

Faucett — 

Chief  clerk  Bureau  Supplies  and  Accounts 862 

Do  not  recall  getting  information  from,  about  Nelson  report 862 

Fife,   George  Buchanan,   editor  Harper's  Weekly,   discussed  article 

with 796 

Fletcher,  Captain — 

Times  and  places  of  meeting 867 

"U.S.  Navy,  acquainted  with 856 

Foreign  governments — 

As  to  confidential  reports  of 874 

Lake  Company  builas  for \ 826 

Official  records  of,  allow  excerpts  to  be  taken  from 874 

Reports  of,  how  treated  with  respect  to  journals 875 

Secrets  of ,  as  to  what  would  constitute  treason 876 

United  States  behind,  in  submarine  construction 806 

Foreign  itinerary 888, 889 

Foreign  submarines,  statements  as  to  certain 808 

Frost,  E.  B.,  not  acquainted  with 826 

Government  contracts,  statements  as  to 799 

Harpers  Magazine  containing  article,   ignorant  of  its  having  been 

mailed  to  Members  of  Congress 834 

Harpers  Weekly,  contributed  article  on  submarines  to 795 

Harris,  Admiral,  Chief  Bureau  of  Supplies  and  Accounts — 

Acquainted  with 861 

Do  not  remember  getting  specific  information  from 861 

Headquarters,  foreign 879 

Hearings  obtained  copies  of  House  Naval  Committee 825 

Holland  boat  superior  to  Lake  boat  only  in  point  of  speed 795 

Holland  boat,  wrote  articles  concerning,  for  Harpers  Weekly 810 

Holland  Company,  no  desire  to  belittle 827 

Holland  Government  had  boat  built  on  plans  of  Electric  Boat  Com- 
pany   897 

No  submarines  of  Holland  type  under  construction  for 895 

No  type  of  submarines  built  for,  other  than  on  plans  of  Electric 

Boat  Company 897-898 

Holland  type — 

Competitive  test  on,  other  than,  before  October  1,  1908 852 

Inferior  to  foreign  boats 795 

Information  as  to  improvements  in,  how  obtained 867-868 

Hughes,  Mr.,  no  information  obtained  from 865 

Hydroplanes,  findings  regarding,  of  board  on  Lake  and  Octopus,  dis- 
agrees with 887 

Information  refused  Congress  bv  Navy  Department,  had  knowledge  of. .  840 

Itinerary,  foreign \ 888, 889 

Johnson,  Norman  G.,  not  acquainted  with 826 

Journal  of  the  Royal  Artillery — 

England,  article  republished  by 814 

Official  connection  with  Government 875 

Reproduction  of  articles  in,  gave  permission  for 874 

Journal  United  States  Artillery — 

Article  in,  concerning  Octopus,  sources  of  information  for,  refuses 

to  give '. 868 
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Article  in,  do  not  remember  where  information  for,  obtained 866 

Article  in,  knew  Lake  Company  disapproved 892 

Lake  Company  disapproved,  but  used,  why 891 

Article  in,  nothing  but  extracts  as  basis  for 877 

Article  in,  on  Shark  and  Porpoise,  as  to  source  of  information  for.  864 

Article  in,  prepared  while  abroad 856 

Article  in,  why  Lake  Company  disapproved 893 

Articles  in,  never  received  any  criticism  of 879 

Articles  in,  resemblance  to  advertisements  of  Lake  Company, 

1 '  coincidences  " 891, 892, 893 

Information  for  articles  in,  filed,  afterwards  destroyed 872-874 

No  compensation  for  contributions  to 874 

No  pay  for  article  in 857 

Other  interest  in  subject 857 

Source  of  information  for  article  in 856 

Wrote  article  for 813 

Wrote  article  in;  also  argument  for  Lake  Company,  latter  first —  893 

Lake — 

Completion  and  launching  of 847 

,                      Concerning  correction  of  defects 852 

Only   submarine   in   competition   with   those   of   Electric   Boat 

;                         Company 847 

Subnierged»runs  of,  compared  with  Octopus 852 

Lake  and  Octopus — 

Relative  merits,  disagreed  in  part  with  Senator  Thurston's  conten- 
tion as  to 886 

Relative  size  and  merits 847 

Relative  value  of,  per  ton 848 

Tests,  report  of  board  on,  disagrees  with,  as  to  hydroplanes 887 

Lake  boat — 

Deficient  in  point  of  speed 794 

Impossible  to  remodel  in  time  for  test 897 

Modification  of.  necessary  to  bring  within  terms  of  appropriation.  -  898 

Plans  of,  no  room  in  safe  for 894 

Prefers,  to  Octopus 848 

Wrote  article  concerning,  shortly  before  Spanish  war 811 

Lake,  Simon — 

Discussed  anonvmous  reports  on  submarines  with 880 

Manager  ot  Berlin  office •. 880 

Notified  when  postal  cards  were  mailed 843 

Wondered  as  to  who  sent  reports  on  submarines 880 

Lake,  wanted  postal  cards  made  in  New  York 837 

Lake's  plea  to  President  April  1 ,  1905,  did  not  prepare 838 

Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company — 

Advertisements  resemblance  of  to  article  in  Journal  of  United 

States  Artillery—'4  Coincidences" 891,  892, 893 

Amount  paid  for  services,  with 810 

As  to  boats  built  for  foreign  governments  by,  whether  rejected —  854 

As  to  time  of  entering  employ  of, 899 

Competitive  bids,  to  make  best  boat  yet  produced 853 

Contract  for  boat,  did  not  examine  before  writing  articles 801 

Contract  with,  verbal 815 

Did  not  try  to  build  best  boat  they  could 885 

Disapproved  article  in  Journal  oi  United  States  Artillery,    but 

used ;  why 891 

Drawings  and  photographs  of  Octopus  received  from 867 

Employed  by,  to  go  abroad 792 

Established  its  offices  in  Berlin 889 

Foreign  office  of,  in  Berlin -t 879 

Knew  it  disapproved  article  in  Journal  of  United  States  Artillery .  .  893 

Left  service  ot,  in  November 805 

Motive  power  of  boat  under  construction  by 849 

Not  in  employ  of,  when  met  Nelson 855 

Octopus  superior  to  boat  of 887 

Office  of,  in  Berlin 88S 
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Own  no  stock  in 843 

Paid  nothing  to,  since  leaving  service 822 

Postal  cards  exclusively  designed  for .• 845 

Resigned  from 883 

Work  done  for,  since  resignation 883, 884 

Wrote  argument  for;  also  article  in  Journal  of  United  States  Artil- 
lery, former  first 893 

Lilley,  George  L.,  not  acquainted  with 805 

•    Lilley  investigation — 

No  foreknowledge  of 853-854 

Was  aware  of,  when  articles  were  written 805 

Lilley  resolution  first  heard  of  in  newspapers 824 

London  Engineer,  wrote  article  for 813 

Magazine  articles,  data  contained  in,  obtained  from  official  documents.  797 

Matteson,  Frederick  W. ,  residence  and  place  of  business 897 

Members  of  Congress,  postal  cards  sent  to 884 

Model  not  comparable  with  full-sized  ship 803 

Munn,  Chas.,  editor  Scientific  American,  discussed  article  with 797 

Naval  bill  1908,  do  not  remember  where  copy  of,  was  obtained  for  article.  820 

Naval  Constructor  Taylor's  confidential  reports,  how  received 841 

Naval  Intelligence  Bureau,  depository  of  confidential  reports 894 

Navy  Department — 

Arranged  with  friends  in,  for  securing  -information 862-863 

Bureaus  of,  functions 858 

Bureaus  of,  reports  received  from 864-865 

Confidential  reports  in,  access  to 894 

Confidential  reports  in,  disposition  of 894 

Confidential  reports  in,  depository  of 894 

Employees,  acquainted  with  certaiu 865 

Information  from,  requested  any 877, 878 

Never  appeared  before,  after  going  with  Lake  Company 818 

Officers  gracious  about  giving  out  information 859 

Official  records,  extracts  from.  (See  also  Nelson  Report;  Porpoise 
and  Shark;  Reports  on  Submarines;  Journal,  United  States  Artil- 
lery; Octopus.) 

Period  of  employment  in 809 

Persons  in,  written  to  for  reports 881 

Reported  received  from,  confined  to  submarine  type  in  which 

interested 877 

Reports  and  publications  of,  persons  written  to  for 881 

Secret  and  confidential  reports ,  company  possessing,  has  advantage .  886 

Secrete  of 875 

Source  of  information  in 863 

Visits  to 857 

Nelson,  Lieutenant,  acquainted  with 855 

Commanding  officer  of  Porpoise 957 

Confidential  report  on  Porpoise,  to  whom  made 856 

Has  not  seen,  since  June,  1904 856 

Nelson  report,  copy  of  received  anonymously 866 

Do  not  recall  whether  marked  confidential 866 

Does  not  recall  both  commendation  and  criticism  in 877 

Don't  know  whether  any  portion  omitted 878 

Extracts  from,  how  often  received 879 

Extracts  from,  sources  from  whence  sent 879 

How  information  obtained,  about 862 

Might  have  been  garbled 878 

Nothing  to  indicate  its  accuracy  or  verity • 878 

Only  used  portion  to  substantiate  his  theory 877 

Probable  notations  upon 878 

Used  criticism  in 877 

Newport  trials,  attended  1904,  for  Lake  Company 838 

Newspapers,  know  of  none  having  been  subsidized 806 

Octopus,  best  possible,  in  that  type 885 

Diagram  showing  curves  of  resistance;  how  obtained  and  where 

deposited 893 
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Qctopus,  diagrams,  etc.    Original  source  of  information  in  Navy- Yard.  8W 

Difference  in  size  of,  etc.,  and  Lake 847 

Information  concerning,  did  not  know  it  was  confidential 873 

Information  concerning,  did  not  try  to  verify 872-873 

Information  concerning — Dutch  officers  may  have  obtained  from 

Electric  Boat  or  Maxim  Company 886 

Information  concerning,  leaked  out  at  conference  with  Dutch 

officers 872 

Information  concerning,  refuses  to  give  name  of  officer  from  whom 

obtained !  867 

Performance,  drawings  and  figures  of,  sent  to  Berlin  office $0 

Plans,  knew  they  were  confidential 870 

Statement  about  propeller  shafts  obtained  from  foreign  officer. . .  866-867 
Structural  features  of,  don't  know  where  Holland  officers  received 

information  concerning 896 

Superior  to  boat  of  Lake  Company 887 

Technical  information  concerning,  can  not  identify  which  foreign 

officer  gave ." 868 

Technical  information  concerning,  probably  received  from  Lieu- 
tenant Costa 8® 

Octopus  and  Late,  comment  on,  comparative  analysis  of  test  trials 

between 849-852 

Report  on  tests  of,  disagrees  with  as  to  certain  details 887, 888 

Trial  tests  of  speed  conditions 848 

Opinion  of,  when  opposed  to  constituted  authorities 875-876 

Ordnance  patents,  interest  in 884 

Porpoise,  as  to  expense  of  test  of 858 

Confidential  report  on,  course  of  reference  to. 857 

Confidential  report  on,  do  not  remember  where  obtained 855 

Confidential  report  on,  how  considered  in  Navy  Department 858 

Confidential  report  on,  official  channel  of 856 

Report  on  sinking  of,  probable  notations  upon 878 

Tests  of,  what  bureau  conducted  tests  of 857-858 

Porpoise  and  Shark,  reports  on,  as  to  portions  used 878 

Postal  cards  concerning  submarines  printed  and  paid  for  by  Lake —  836 
Concerning  submarines,  sent  to  Congressmen,  naval  officers,  and 

newspaper  men 836 

Did  not  know  they  were  mailed  same  day  Lilley  resolution  intro- 
duced.   843 

Have  prepared  others  besides  those  mailed 844 

Sent  to  Members  of  Congress 884 

Powell,  Mr.,  no  information  obtained  from 866 

Protector — 

Corrects  testimony  regarding 855 

Had  forgotten,  was  of  Late  type __ 855 

Rae,  chief  bureau  of  steam  engineering,  met  once,  no  conference  with.  8 

Reports  on  Porpoise  and  Shark,  discussed 877, 878, 879 

Reports  on  submarines — 

Accuracy  of,  taken  for  granted 880 

Extracts  from,  as  to  who  sent  them 890,891 

Extracts  from,  use  of,  indiscreet 901 

Extracts  from,  valuable  and  instructive 891 

Extracts  from,  as  to  how  addressed  and  redirection  from  Bridge- 
port   890 

Extracts  from,  no  comparison  with  original 883 

Extracts  from,  no  inquiries  at  Department  as  to  sender 883 

Extracts  from,  as  to  accuracy  of 883 

Extracts  from,  no  inquiries  as  to  who  sent 881 

Extracts  from,  all  addressed  to  Berlin  office 879 

Extracts  from,  received  at  Berlin 879 

Extracts  from,  how  often  received 879 

Extracts  from,  as  to  sourse  from  whence  sent 879 

Extracts  from,  as  to  accuracy 879 

None  furnished  European  clients 886 

None  received  since  return  to  United  States 886 
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Received  anonymously 862 

Where  and  how  often  received 880 

Resignation  from  Navy  Department — 

Copy  of .' 899,901/ 

Reason  for  and  time  of 900 

Time  of 899 

Resignation  of,  Departments'  acceptance  (Curtis) 900 

Rice,  Isaac  L.,  not  acquainted  with •    826 

Schaefer,  chief  clerk  Bureau  of  Construction — 

Said  no  room  in  safe  for  Lake  boat  plans 895 

Wrote  to,  for  reports •    881 

Scientific  American  article  entirely  self  inspired 830 

Scientific  American  sent  letter  to  editor  of 796 

Secrets  of  naval  construction,  whether  patriotic  to  obtain 876 

Shark,  report  on  probable  notations  upon 878 

Sicard — 

No  communications  from;  none  requested 882 

Sent  post  cards  to 881 

Smith,  acquainted  with,  no  conference  about  Nelson  report 861 

Spear,  Lawrence,  testimony  of,  copies  of  received  from  Whitney 888 

Speed,  important  factor  in  tests 897 

Speed,  value  placed  on,  by  Department 898 

Submarine  business,  principally  interested  in 884 

Submarine  company,  not  connected  with  any 884 

Submarine  construction,  not  yet  beyond  experimental  stage 808 

Submarine  Navigation  and  Supply  Company,  Denver,  Colo.,  have 

*     built  submarine  model 802 

Submarine,  reports  on,  extracts  from,  how  often  and  by  whom  sent 879 

Submarines — 

Advocate  of  even-keel  type 849 

Art  of  construction,  thought  it  in  interest  of,  to  publish  confiden- 
tial information 870 

Article  on,  in  Journal  of  United  States  Artillery 854 

Character,  construction,  and  principles  of,  necessary  to  furnish,  to 

secure  contracts 896 

Competition  in,  best  results  secured  from 853 

Competition  in,  better  way 884 

Competition  in,  discussed 884, 885 

Competition  in,  none  other  than  Electric  Boat  Company  could 

compete  before  October  1,  1908 897 

Contracts,  merits  of  boat  must  be  fully  presented  to  secure 897 

Design  and  construction  of,  advance  in 847 

Diving  tendencies * 896 

Foreign  built 853 

\  None  other  than  Holland  type  could  be  offered  for  competitive  test 

before  October  1,  1908 852 

Superstructure,  findings  of  board  on,  disagrees  with 887 

Trial  tests  practiced  as  to  premiums  and  penalties 854 

Would  take  judgment  of  board  on  type  of 898 

Sueter,  Commander,  quoted 853 

Sueter,  Commander,  English  naval  officer,  work  on  naval  architecture, 

high  authority 873 

Superstructure,  findings  of  board  on,  disagrees  with 887 

Taylor,  Admiral — 

Chief  Bureau  of  Navigation,  acquainted  with 859 

No  conversation  with,  about  Nelson  report 859 

Thurston,  Ex-Senator — 

Disagreed  with,  in  part,  as  to  superiority  of  Lake  over  Octopus. . .  886 

Not  acquainted  with 827 

Wall,  Captain,  English  officer,  discussed  submarines  with 869 

Whitney,  Fred- 
Associated  with,  in  certain  patents 888 

Conversation  with 821 

Furnished  draft  of  submarine  clause  of  appropriation  bill 829 

Might  have  furnished  copy  of  naval  appropriation ,  1908 821 
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Not  now  with  Lake  Company 888 

Sent  copies  of  Spear's  testimony  to 888 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Adams,  forwarded  no  papers  to  (Adams) 1166 

Connected  with  Lake  Company  (Rice) 431 

Resignation  from  Company,  cause  of  (Lake) 1064 

Resignation  from  Department  (Curtis) 899 

SMITH,  FRIEND  W.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Hall,  visited  by,  frequently  (Lake) 1093 

SMITH,  W.  H.  H.,  chief  clerk  Bureau  Steam  Engineering: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with,  no  conference  about  Nelson  report  (Skerrett) 861 

SMITH,  WILLIAM  W.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Employment  of,  no  knowledge  (Rice) 466 

Not  employed  (Rice) 466 

Nothing  paid  to  (Rice) 466 

SMITH  PREMIER  TYPEWRITER: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Identified  exhibits,  all  written  on  ( Kinsley) 1397 

Identified  exhibits,  all  written  on  (Osborn) 1407 

Style  of  type  different  from  other  machines  (Osborn) 1406 

SNYDER,  J.  FRANK: 

Appears  as  counsel  for  Charles  R.  Flint 1423 

■SOCIETE  FRANCHISE  DE  SONS-MARINS,  license  to,  from  Electric  Boat 

Company •.  -  450 

SOUTH  CAROLINA,  member  Senate  Naval  Committee  from  (Rice) 464 

SPEAKER  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Influence  with,  denies  having  (Spear) 217 

Members   of   Sixtieth  Congress,    interrogatories    by,   as   to   whether 

charges  affect •- 7 

Spear  would  bring  influence  to  bear  on  (Hobson) 64 

SPEAR,  LAWRENCE  \  .,  of  Milton,  Mass.,  naval  architect 204 

Comparative  statement,  submarine  boats,  submitted  by 1752 

*'  Development  of  Submarines, ' '  article  by  (Appendix) 1119 

Testimony  of — 

Battle  ships,  conversation  with  Hobson  concerning 212 

Bowles,  Admiral,  resignation  from  Navy,  talked  with  concerning 207 

Competition  invited  by  Holland  Company 221 

Corrupt  legislation,  no  inducement  to 241 

Cost  of  submarines,  data  as  to 228 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Builds  boats,  yachts,  launches,  etc 240 

Contract  with,  in  writing 206 

Plants  at  Quincy,  Mass. ;  New  Suffolk,  L.  I.,  and  Bayonne,  N.  J. .  240 

Sublets  75  per  cent  of  work 240 

English  submarines,  construction  a  secret 225 

Foreign  submarines,  statement  as  to 225 

French  submarines,  data  concerning 226 

Frost,  E.  B.,  repudiates  action  of  Lynch  in  attempting  to  influence 

Hobson 211 

German  submarines,  data  concerning 227 

Grievance  concerning  Lake  contract 235 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  credibility  not  attacked 237 

111,  could  not  see  him 213 

Known  for  thirty-two  years 208 

Letter  to;  do  not  remember  terms " 2 

Lynch,  no  recollection  of  special  statement  by 211 

Met  at  Capitol,  talked  concerning  submarines 218 

Minority  leader,  recommendation  of,  conversation  concerning 214 

Political  assistance  claimed  to  have  been  given 210 

Promise,  none  to,  for  favorable  action 236 

Relations  very  friendly  and  cordial ".  209 
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Ho  toon,  R.  P. ;  secretary  called  at  hotel;  conversation  with 213 

Submarines  discussed  with,  at  San  Francisco 209 

Urged  to  favor 211 

Views  on  not  changed •    215 

Telephone  conversation  concerning  committee  appointment 215 

Holland  ooats  built  at  Crescent  shipyards • 219 

Holland  submarines  favored,  as  against  Lake,  before  House  committee.  220 

Hydroplanes,  statement  as  to 222 

Italian  submarines,  data  concerning 227 

Lake  boat — 

Contract,  no  information  as  to 234 

Newspaper  clipping  concerning  second  trial 242 

Lake  Company  contract  price  for  boat  as  compared  to  boat  of  Octopus 

type 230 

Legislative  favors  never  received 244 

Manx  board,  composition  of 223 

Members  of  Congress ,  no  corrupting  influence ,  i  n  voting  for  submarines .  236 

Naval  Academy,  graduated  from,  1890 205 

Naval  Committee,  members  of,  do  not  recollect  talking  with 225 

No  influence  to  secure  appointment  to 215 

Naval  bill,  1908,  provides  competition 241 

Naval  officers,  no  money  paid  to 232 

Naval  service,  statement  as  to 205 

Navy  Department,  favors,  never  received  from 244 

Nelson,  Lieut.  Charles  P. ,  acquainted  with 232 

Description  of  patent  purchased  from 512 

New  York  Herald,  interview  article  mixed  up 219 

Interview  in 218 

Nixon,  Louis,  offered  salary  of  $10,000 : .  220 

Octopus,  breakdown  of 446 

Octopus  type,  percentage  of  superiority 243 

Superior  to  Lake  type 243 

Profit,  margin  of,  on  submarines,  statement  as  to 229 

Report,  Navy,  1907,  familiar  with 237 

Rivals,  glad  for  information  as  to 235 

Russian  submarines,  data  concerning 227 

Salary  paid  to,  by  Electric  Boat  Company 220 

Secretary  of  Navy,  action  of,  not  proper  to  ask  as  to 235 

Representations  to,  Lake  contract 235 

Speaker,  no  influence  with 217 

Submarines,  coast  and  harbor  defense  chief  use 235 

Facts  relative  to,  synopsis  of 244 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  opinion  of 209 

Said  four  not  half  enough 212 

Improvements  in,  foreign  and  domestic 468 

One  hundred  needed 1 236 

Price  fixed  by  board  on  construction 242 

Profit  on,  as  to 241 

Specifications  for 468 

Specifications  for.  Navy  Department  controlling  factor  in  making.  468 

Subsurface  boats,  statement  concerning 212 

Target  practice,  time  of  trial 243 

Testimony  before  House  committee  not  influenced  by  contemplated 

resignation 220 

Vickers  Company,  contract  with,  as  to  improvements 227 

Williams,  J.  S.,  influence  with,  denies  having 217 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  since  1886 ;  in  Navy  together  (Hobson) 66 

Consulted  by,  employment  of  (Rice) 466 

Declined  offer  of  influence  from  (Hobson ) 65 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  urged  to  favor  (Spear) 211 

Loudenslager,  as  to  Questions  asked  by  ( Rice ) 466 

Naval  architect,  well  acquainted  with  (Hobson) 64 

Naval  Committee  appointment,  promised  influence  to  secure  (Hobson) .  64 

Received  letter  from,  about  (Hobson) 63-64 
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Testimony  relative  to — 

Services  valuable  (Rice) 466 

Submarines,  paper  on,  extract  from 1115 

Paper  by  on,  statement  as  to  (Lake) 1114 

Testimony  of,  copies  of,  received  from  Mr.  Whitney  (Skerrett) 888 

SPEED: 

Lake  and  Octopus  types  discussed 868 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Tests,  important  factor  in  (Skerrett) 897 

Value  placed  on,  by  Department  (Skerrett) 898 

SPENCER,  T.  JE.,  policeman  House  of  Representatives,  Bridgeport,  Conn  ...    1627 
Testimony  of— 

Connecticut  newspapers,  correspond  for 1627 

Dectectives,  know  nothing  concerning  employment  of 1628 

Submarines,  no  articles  written  concerning —  1627 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Policeman,  represents  Connecticut  newspapers  (Lilley) 1694 

"SPERRY  BILL:" 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lilley  requested  to  urge  in  committee  (Neff) 1182 

SPERRY,  lieutenant-commander: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Appointed  head  of  board  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 86 

SPERRY,  N.  D.  (a  Representative  from  Connecticut): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Secretary  of  Navy,  called  on  as  to  question  of  discretion 278 

Submarine  bill  fair  proposition  (Lake) „. .     1117 

SPLAIN,  MAURICE: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Press  committee,  chairman  of  (Erly) 1042 

STADDEN,  CORREY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Erly-Broussard  interview,  present  at 1045 

STERN-DIVING  RUDDERS.     (See  submarines.) 
STOCK: 

In  Electric  Boat  Company,  sale  of  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 83 

In  Holland  Boat  Company  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 82 

STOCKHOLDERS  IN  ELECTRIC  BOAT  COMPANY.     (Rice) 453 

SUBM A RI N E  BOAT,  appropriation  recommended  for  experimental.     (Charles 

Eaton  Creecv) 81 

SUBMARINE*  BOATS: 

Comparative  statement  submitted  by  L.  Y.  Spear 1752 

Correspondence  on  ( House  Document  75) 905-1037 

SUBMARINE  BUSINESS: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Principally  interested  in  (Skerrett) 884 

SUBMARINE  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relating  to — 

Not  connected  with  an v  ( Skerrett) 884 

SUBMARINE  CONSTRUCTION: 

Competition  in  alleged  suppression  of 5 

Not  expert  on  (Rice) 456 

SUBMARINE  NAVIGATION  AND  SUPPLY  COMPANY,  Denver.  Colo.: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Submarine  models  have  built  (Skerrett) 802 

SUBMARINES: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Affairs  and  developments  in.  not  generally  familiar  with  (Rice) 450 

Amendment  drawn  for,  by  Gen.  M.  C.  Butler  and  witness  (Charles 

Eaton  Creecy) * 96 

American,  none  in,  waters  under  construction  (Lilley) 41 

Appropriation  for  proposed  to  prevent  competition  (Lilley) 33 

Appropriation  of  $400  000  for  (Charles  Eaton  Creecy) 85 

Appropriations  for,  Lilley.  Geo.  L. ,  in  favor  of  limited  ( Kellogg) 374 

Art  of  construction,  thought  it  in  interest  of,  to  publish  confidential 

information  (Skerrett) 870 

Article  on,  in  Journal  of  United  States  Artillery  (Skerrett) . . . '. . . . . . '. 1      854 
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UBMARINES— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

British,  divine  and  even-keel  types.  Seuter  on  (Skerrett) 853 

Certificate  of  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  on  proceedings  concerning..  423 
Character,  construction,  and  principles  of,  necessary  to  furnish  to 

secure  contracts  (Skerrett) 896 

Coast  and  harbor  defense,  chief  use 235 

Comparative  cost  of,  statement  as  to  (McNeir) 148 

Comparative  statement  of  proposals  for  (Lilley  exhibit) 356 

Showing  prices  (McNeir) 348 

Competing  companies  constructing  (Lilley) 37 

Competition  in  (Rice) 441-442 

Best  results  secured  from  (Skerrett) 853 

Better  results  by  having  (Rice) 442 

Better  way  (Skerrett) 884 

Charge  of  suppressing,  absurd  (Rice) 427 

Discussed  (Rice) 428, 429,  430 

Discussed  (Skerrett) 884,  885 

Electric  Boat  Company,  none  other  than,  could  compete  before 

i                        October  1,  1908  (Skerrett) 897 

Explanation  (Lilley) 67 

Favors  open  and  fair  (Rice) 437 

Lake  Company,  that  of,  unfair 435 

Lake  Company  unfair  (Rice) 436 

Lilley  favored^Kellogg) 383 

Lilley  favors  (Kellogg) 385 

Newport  trials  (Lilleyj 37 

Proposition  for,  satisfactory  to  Lilley  (Kellogg) 372 

Reference  to '. 384 

Stopped  last  May  (Rice) 436 

Western  concerns,  one  or  two,  claim  (Lilley) 37 

Constructing,  by  Government,  no  provision  for  (Lilley) 44 

Construction,  cost  of  (  Bowles) 1733 

Construction  not  yet  beyond  experimental  stage  (Skerrett) 808 

Contracts"  for — 

Difference  between  proposition  of  this  and  previous  year .• 36 

Electric  Boat  Company's  only  business  is  to  secure  (Lilley) 34 

Holland,  President  asked  to  cancel 397-414 

In  1900,  1904,  and  1907  (Rice) 451 

Not  comparable  with  other  vessels  ( ( 'apps ) 291 

Contracts — 

Merits  of  boat  must  be  fully  presented  to  secure  (Skerrett) 897 

Opinion  of  Attorney-General  as  to 271 

L  Cost  of— 

Data  as  to  (Spear) •....  228 

Not  figured  by  tonnage  ( Bowles) 1750 

Statement  concerning  (< 'apps) 289 

Danger  of  operation  ( Lake ) 1 101 

Design,  advance  in  and  construction  of  ( Skerrett ) 847 

Development  of  Spear,  Lawrence  Y.,  article  by  (Appendix) 1119 

Discussed  (Gordon ) 396-397 

Diving  tendencies  ( Skerrett) 896 

Domestic  types  inferior  to  foreign  ( Lilley) 32 

Drawings  and  photographs  of.  how  received  ( Skerrett) 867 

Engines  for,  reference  to  report  of  special  board  of  inspection  on  (Gordon)     415 

England  negotiated  contract  for  first  five  (Rice) 452 

English  built,  under  Electric  Boat  Company  license  (Rice) 454 

English  data  as  to  construction,  complete  secret  ( Rice ) 454 

English  experiments  in,  no  knowledge  of  (Rice » 454-455 

English,  knows  nothing  about  (  Rico ) 455 

English  and  German  superior  to  American  ( Lilley) 45-46 

Even-keel  type,  advocate  of  (Skorrctt) 849 

Evolution  of,  from  sixteenth  century,  article  on  ( Rice ) 450-451 

Exact  cost  of,  hard  to  determine  (Lapps) 296 

Facts  concerning,  not  controlled  by  felectric  Boat  Company  (Rice). . .  457 

Facts,  synopsis  of,  relating  to,  Congress  and  Navy  Department 244 

First  Government  contract  (Butler) 75 

Foreign  built  (Skerrett ) ' 853 
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SUBMARINES-^ontinued.  *ff 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Foreign  business  in  ( Rice) 426 

Foreign,  statement  as  to  (Spear) 225 

Foreign  Government  contracts  for  (Lilley ) 46 

Foreign  policy  concerning  ( Rice) 443 

Frost,  statement  concerning  bids  for 521 

Government  ought  to  be  amply  supplied  (Butler) -    75 

Holland  type  adopted  in  England  (Rice) 4-54 

Holland  type — 

None  other  than,  could  be  offered  for  competitive  test  before  Octo- 
ber 1,  1908(Skcrrett) 852 

Information  concerning  improvements  in.  how  obtained  (Sker- 
rett)...  .' 867-^68 

Holland  or  Lake,  anybody  can  build  better  boats  than  (Lilley) 42 

Hydroplane  system,  did  not  use  (Rice) 455 

Hydroplanes/agrees  with  Spear  are  useless  (Rice) 456 

As  to  use  of  (Rice) 454-455 

Navigation  with,  no  expert  upon  (Rice) 456 

Improvements  in,  foreign  and  domestic  (Spear) 468 

Jucfgmcnt  of,  would  take,  board  on  type  of  (Skerrett ) S58 

Kellogg,  John  P.,  memoranda  concerning,  submitted  by,  to  Lilley —  373 

Lake,  attempt  to  sink / 414-415 

Legislation  concerning — 

t  'onference  between  Ferry  and  Lilley  suggested  ( Kellogg) 377 

Discussed  with  Mr.  Lilley  (Kellogg) 371 

How  to  ascertain  whether  attempts  to  influence  b  v  improper  meth- 
ods (Lilley) *. 23 

Kellogg  didnot  threaten  Lilley 384 

No  politics  in  ( Kellogg) 385 

No  promise  of  orders  to  manufacturers  from  Electric  Boat  Company 

(Kellogg) 381 

Shaped  to  eliminate  competition  in  ( Lilley) 28 

ViewB  of  Kellogg  and  Lilley  in  accord 371-372 

Lilley,  certain  number  might  l>e  advantageous  ( Kellogg) 372 

Conversation  with,  concerning  (Kellogg) 378 

Octopus,  no  objection  to  type  (Kellogg) 372 

Vote  for,  told  to  ( Taylor) 473 

Vote  of,  on  appropriation  for  (Kellogg) 384 

Voted  against  in  House 1365 

Material  and  supplies  for  ( Rice) 444 

Material  and  supplies  for,  how  obtained  (Rice) 1 444 

Merits  of  ( Lilley) 41 

Domestic  and  foreign  (Rice) 443 

Naval  act,  should  appropriate  for  in  same  manner  as  battle  ships,  etc. 

(Lake) 1116 

Naval  powers,  relative  strength  of  (Lake) 1098 

Newer  and  improved,  letters  received  claiming  (Lilley) 57 

Not  "  approached  M  on  subject  of  (Gregg) J 69 

Numl>er  needed.  100  (Spear) 236 

Number  of,  in  England  ( Rice) 454 

Numl>er  of,  urged  ( Kellogg) , 378 

Octopus  and  Lake,  comparative  analysis  of  test  trials  between,  com- 
ment on  (Skerrett) 849-852 

Octopus  type,  amendment  relative  to  (Lilley) 30 

No  objection  by  Lilley,  to  (Kellogg) 372 

Superior  to  Lake  type*  (Spear) 243 

Patents  chief  values  ana  assets  of  (Butler,  Marion) 123 

Patents  on  ( Lilley) 38 

Not  yet  expired  (Metcalf ) 285 

Statement  as  to  merits  of  (Capps) 299 

Reference  to  4  to  be  sent  to  ( Kellogg) 380 

Plans  of  and  time  necessary  in  which  to  construct  (Lilley) 40-41 

Plants  or  shipvards  for  constructing,  none  owned  by  boat  companies 

(Lilley) '. ". 37 

Price  of,  fixed  by  board  on  construction  (Spear) 242 
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SUBMARINES— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Profit  on  (Spear) 241 

Excessive,*  paid  to  Electric  and  Holland  companies 32 

Excessive,  in  contracts,  statement  as  to  (Capps) 297 

Excessive  (Lilley) 45 

Margin  of,  statement  as  to  (Spear) 229 

Not  excessive  (Flint) 1449 

Per  boat,  table  showing,  excess  (Lilley  exhibit) 355 

Percentage  of  (Lake) 1100 

Propositions  concerning  (Gordon) .' 397-415 

Recommendations  of  Board  on  Construction — 

June  28,  1907  (Appendix  B) 311 

June  22,  1907  (Appendix  A) 308 

Report  on,  from  Secretary  of  Navy,  1907 238 

Reports  on — 

Extracts  from,  how  often  and  by  whom  sent  (Skerrett) 879 

Received  anonymously  (Skerret  t ) 862 

Resolutions  and  amendments  offered  in  Naval  Committee  and  votes 

thereon 423-424 

Schedule  of  bids  for  April  30,  1907  (Appendix  C) 313 

Secretary  of  the  Navy — 

Annual  report  1907,  extract  from 265 

Recommend  four  (Lilley) 41 

Secret  specifications  ( Rice) 457 

Size  of,  English  and  American  (Rice; 452 

Specifications  for  (Spear) 468 

How  made,  not  competent  to  testify  ( Rice) 456 

Navy  Department  controlling  factor  in  making  (Spear) 468 

Speed  of  Lake  and  Octopus  discussed  (Skerrett ) 848 

Stern-diving  rudders,  not  competent  to  testify  as  to 456 

Strength,  requisite  for  ( Bowles) 1740 

Subsurface  boats  not  comparable  with  (Micou) 749 

Superstructure,  findings  of  board  on,  disagrees  with  (Skerrett) 887 

Thurston  drafted  bills  for 1059 

Time  required  to  construct  (Lilley) 44 

Time  too  short  to  construct  rival  to  Octopus  (Lilley) 30 

Ton,  not  sold  bv  (Capps) * 299 

Tonnage  price  decreased  in  last  six  years  (Lake) 1091 

Trial  tests  practiced  as  to  premiums  and  penalties  ( Skerrett) 854 

Type  of,  selection  of  could  be  made  from  plans  ( Lilley ) 45 

United  States  does  not  pay  more  for,  than  foreign  governments  (Flint) . .  1448 

Vessels  used  to  show  otf :  "do  not  remember  names  of  ( Rice ) 461 

Voted  for  in  1906  (Lilleyj 1551 

SUBPOENAS,  resolution  authorizing  Speaker  to  issue 71 

SUBPCENAS  DUCES  TECUM,  witnesses  desired  by  Mr.  Lilley,  issuance  of,  to.  21 
SUBSURFACE  BOATS: 
*  Testimony  relative  to — 

Congress  appropriated  for  (Berger) 687 

Contract,  proposed  Government,  details  of  (Berger) 690 

Description  of  (Berger) 686 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  makes  motion  for,  before  committee 693 

Lilley  voted  for,  in  committee 1365 

Model  of,  before  Naval  Committee  ( Lilievj 43 

SUBSURFACE  TORPEDO  BOAT  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Berger,  Clarence  L.,  consulting  engineer  for 685 

Letters  and  documents  received  from,  by  Navy  Department  (Berger). .  691 

Micou,  Benjamin,  the  counsel  for  (Berger) 688 

SUETER,  COMMANDER,  MURRAY  F.  (English  officer): 

Article  written  by,  no  idea  of  truth  or  falsity  of  (Rice) 451 

Quoted  (Skerrett) 853 

Quoted  from  French  budget 455 

Work  on  naval  architecture  by,  high  authority  (Skerrett) 873 

SUPERSTRUCTURE,  findings  of  board  on,  disagrees  with  (Skerrett) 887 

SYNOPSIS  OF  FACTS,  relative  to  the  action  of  Congress  and  the  Navy 

Department  in  connection  with  submarine  boats. 244 


1902  INDEX. 

TALBOTT,  JOSHUA  F.  C.  (a  Representative  from  Maryland).  *•* 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost).  501 
TARANTULA.    (See  Submarines.) 
TAYLOR,  ADMIRAL,  Chief  Bureau  of  Navigation: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Acquainted  with  (Skerrett) 859 

No  conversation  with,  about  Nelson  report  (Skerrett) 859 

TAYLOR,  FRANKLIN  A.,  vice-president  and  general  manager  Randolph- 
Clowes  Company,  Waterbury,  Conn 471 

Subpoenaed 422 

Telegram  to,  from  John  P.  Kellogg  (exhibit) 488 

Testimony  of— 

Articles  manufactured  by,  sold  to  any  company  that  manufactures 

boats I. „.;. 483 

Boston  Herald,  concerning  bribery  charge  in 478 

Corrupt  influence  not  exercised  on,  to  influence  Lilley 478 

Electric  Boat  Company — 

Corresponded  with,  concerning  air  flasks -472 

Did  not  ask  Lilley's  vote  at  instigation  of 477 

Did  not  suggest  my  conferring  with  Lilley 474 

Possibilities  for  doing  business  with 484 

Frost,  Elihu  B.,  did  not  procure,  to  see  Lilley 5<B 

Kellogg,  John  P.— 

Conversation  with,  concerning  seeing  Lilley 489 

Requested  by,  to  see  Lilley 374 

Lake  Company — 

Called  on,  did  not  get  cordial  reception 483 

Called  on,  January,  1905 472 

Lilley  felt,  had  not  had  a  fair  chance 487 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Acquainted  with 471 

Adverse  decision  in  case  of,  would  go  on  floor  and  tell  about  sub- 
marines   476 

Desired  open  competition 489 

Employed  by  nobody  to  solicit  influence  of 488 

Expected  adverse  decision  from  select  committee 476 

Felt  Lake  Company  were  not  getting  square  deal 475 

First  conversation  with,  at  Waterbury,  Conn 473 

Influenced  by,  to  vote  for  submarines 481 

Politics  have" supported  in 474 

Referred  in  charges  to  me  as  man  of  influence  from  his  home  town . .  477 

Submarine  boats,  no  use  for 485 

Submarines,  no  use  for 487 

Submarines,  told  him  to  vote  for 473 

Newport,  R.  I.,  test,  knew  of  result 486 

Offer  of  $2,000  by  Lilley,  not  made  to 478 

Submarines,  talked  witn  Lilley  concerning 472 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Bribe,  no  suggestion  of,  to  (Kellogg) 388 

Lake  Boat  Company,  no  business  relations  with  (Kellogg) 376 

Lilley  approached  by x      35 

Lilley,  conversation  between,  concerning  submarine  legislation  (Kel- 
logg)   376 

No  authority  to  influence  Congressmen  (Rice) 460 

Not  acquainted  with  (Bowles) , 1739 

Submarine  legislation,  talked  with,  in  general  way  (Kellogg) 374 

Urging  vote  for  submarines,  nothing  reprehensible  in  (Lilley) 1338 

Visited  Lilley,  on  behalf  of  Electric  Company 1565 

TAYLOR,  ROBERT  \V.f  reference  to  report  by,  of  Lessler  investigation 35 

TESTIMONY: 

Copies  of,  available  to  public 20 

Counsel  may  appear  for  persons  affected  by 20 

Lilley  not  prepared  to  give 15, 18 

Relevancy  of,  statement  by  chairman 249 
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THEALL,  E.  S.:  Pa*©. 

Clerk  Committee  Naval  Affairs,  House  of  Representatives 1543 

Certificate  of 423-424 

Testimony  of— 

Identifies  minutes  of  committee 1543 

THOMAS,  W.  AUBREY  (a  Representative  from  Ohio)r 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .  499 
THOMPSON,  ROYAL  W.,  private  secretary  to  Senator  Bulkeley,  New  Britain, 

Conn 1710 

Testimony  of— 

Lilley,  no  conversation  with,  concerning  resolution 1714 

Resolutions,  gave  advice  as  to  drawing 1711 

Webster — 

Have  not  read  testimony  of 1710 

Requested  assistance  in  drawing  resolution 1711 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Consulted  with,  concerning;  drawing  of  resolution  (Webster) 1647 

Lillev  resolution,  suggested  changes  in  (Webster) 1651 

THURSTONJ  J.  M.,  ex-United  States  Senator,  Washington,  D.  C 1049 

' '  Hall  Mark  "his 1196 

Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Company,  statement  concerning  production  of  books 

and  papers 1081 

Letter  to  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  requesting  hearing 1052 

Questions  submitted  by,  to  witness  Bowles 1749 

Browne 1472 

Carvalho 1390 

Flint "...  1456 

Lilley 1355 

Osborn 1420 

Skerrett 847 

Secretary  of  Navy,  letter  to,  concerning  reference  of  law  to  Attorney- 
General 1050 

Subpoenaed 422 

Testimony  of— 

Congress,  Members  of,  statement  as  to  influencing 1055 

Contract  offered,  Lake  Company  opposed  to  accepting 1208 

Dictated  letter  to  select  committee  dated  March  19,  1908,  signed  by 

Lilley 1421 

Electric  Boat  Company,  not  attorney  for 1059 

Foss,  George  E. ,  requested  hearing  before  naval  committee 1051 

Hearing  refused,  by  naval  committee 1051 

Investigation  not  instigated  by  Lake  Company 1051 

Lake  Boat  Company,  attorney  for 1050 

Lake,  J.  C. ,  letter  from,  can  not  find 1173 

Lilley,  called  on  at  New  Willard 1056 

Lilley,  declined  acting  as  attorney  for 1056 

Lilley,  New  Willard  luncheon,  present  at 1207 

Lilley  resolution,  no  knowledge  of,  until  offered 1055 

Lilley,  suggested  outline  of  examination  of  certain  witnesses 1056 

Lilley1 s  statement,  Committee  on  Rules,  prepared  by 1203 

Naval  act,  1907,  statement  as  to  cxclusiveness  of  submarine  provision.  1057 

Newspaper  articles,  no  impropriety  in  publ ishing ^  1055 

New  Wulard  luncheon,  present  atl 1206 

New  Willard  luncheon,  statement  of  Lake  Company  position,  at 1206 

Postal  cards,  Lake  asked  about  sending  to  Congressmen 1054 

President,  Connecticut  delegation,  do  not  think  called  on 1207 

Secretary  of  Navy,  identifies  letter  to 1049 

Submarine  report,  permitted  to  read  by,  Secretary  of  Navy 1179 

Submarines,    contracts   for,   suggested   equal,  division   between  two 

companies 1058 

Submarines,  drafted  bill  for 1059 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Authorship  of  amendment  to  act  of  March  2,  1907  (Lilley) 60 

Counsel,  did  not  employ  as  (Lilley) 54 

33799— vol  2—08 52 
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THURSTON,  J.  M.--Conlinued.  *e* 

Testimony  relative  to. 

Disagreed  with,  in  part,  as  to  superiority  of  Lake  over  Octopus  ^Sker- 

rett.) ". 886 

Lilley,  did  not  advise  as  to  conference  with  (Neffi U53 

Nert  (or  Nethi.  suggested  conference  with  (Lilley) »4 

Referred  to  as  attorney  for  Lake  Boat  Company 52, 3fc> 

Rules  Committee,  preparation  of  statement  to,  assisted  in  ^  Lilley  i . . . .      60 

Suggestions  of  (Lilley) * 5i>5 

Talked  with  (Lilley) 53.W 

TINKER,  JACKSON: 
jt  Testimony  relative  to — 

*  Erly  and  liroussard,  at  Shooniaker's  with 1045 

TONNAGE: 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Important  factor  of  cost  (Flint ) 1449 

Submarines,  cost  of,  not  figured  by  ( Bowles > 1750 

TORPEDO  BOATS.     iSte  Submarines.) 

TORRINGION  NATIONAL  BANK,  director  in  (Lilley , 1335 

TOWN  SEND,  C.  E.,  a  Representative  from  Michigan: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Gordon.  W.  D.,  do  not  know  as  to  talking  with  Edinborough "12 

TRACE Y,  THUS.  F.: 

Testimony  rtlative  to — 

Doorkeeper  IIoi.se  of  Representatives,  represents  Connecticut  news- 
paper ;  Lilley  > 15W 

"TRAVELING  SALESMEN"  FOR  ELECTRIC  COMPANY: 
Testimony  rtlatiie  to — 

Naval  Committee,  did  not  charge  members  of,  with  being  (Lilley \ ...    1502 
TREADWELL,  AUGUST,  Jr.,  assistant  secretary  and  assistant  treasurer  Elec- 
tric Boat  Company,  11  Pine  street,  New  York 740 

Supu'iiaed 422 

Wit ncss.  desired  as 16 

Witness,  suhpivna  of,  as,  insisted  upon  (Lilley; 23 

Testimony  of — 

Attorneys,  none  employed  by  company  whose  names  have  not  been 

given 742 

Books,  vouchers,  etc.,  none  destroyed  by  company,  all  in  Rice's  cus- 
tody       J44 

Campaign  contributions  not  made  by  company 740 

Newspapers,  not  subsidized  by  Electric  Company 74! 

No  m<  ney  paid-  that  does  not  appear  on  books 744 

TREASON,  whether  obtaining  and  divulging  secrets  of  naval  architecture. 

discussed  i  Skerret  t  j $76 

TRUSTS,  how  created  (Rice) 435 

TYPEWRITERS: 

Testimony  rdntivc  to — 

Haynes  permitt  ed  to  prepare  sample  papers  from  ( Neff ) 1191 

Lake  Company  office,  Washington,  number  in,  and  make 1183 

Questions,  prepared  for  Lilley  on 11S6 

Standard  machines,  six  recognized  as  (Carvalho) .-.    1375 

Work  might  have  l>een  done  on,  without  knowledge  Lake  Company 

(J.  C.  Lake) \    1261 

Writings  on  Neff 's  machines  identified 1209 

TYPEWRITING  (see  also  Carvalho,  David  N.): 

Report  of  experts  as  to  identifications 1497 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Easier  to  identify  than  handwriting  (Carvalho) 1377 

Identification  of,  absolute  certainty  (Carvalho) 1357 

Identification  of  certain  (Webster) 1273 

Identification  of,  methods  used  (Kinsley) 1393 

Methods  of  identification  (Osborn) 1404 

Typewriting,  photographic  exhibits  of.  .1368, 1372, 1374, 1376, 1380, 1382, 1392 
UNITED  fttESS  ASSOCIATION: 
Test im any  relative  to — 

Erly,  Angus,  employed  by  until  time  of  Lilley  charges 1039 
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UNITED  STATES:  .  Page. 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Employees  of,  worked  on  Holland  boats  before  acceptance  (Lake) 1105 

Excessive  profits,  does  not  pay  (Flint) 1454 

Naval  rank  of  (Lake) . 1097 

Submarine  construction,  behind  in  comparison  with  foreign  govern- 
ments (Skerrett) 806 

Submarines  needed  by  (Lake) 1098 

Submarines  owned  bv,  out  of  date  (Lake) 1102 

UNITED  STATES  SUPRENfE  COURT,  Grist  v.  Ohilds,  20  Wallace.     Lobby- 
ing discussed  (Butler) 78 

VERMONT,  U.  S.  S.:       * 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lillev,  statement  as  to  (Lord) 251 

VICKERS  SONS  &  MAXIM: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Alleged  refusal  of  English  Government  to  renew  agreement  with  ( Rice) .       455 

British  contract  with,  to  be  secret  (Rice) 452 

British  Government,  secret  arrangement  with  (Lake) 1099 

Contract  with  Electric  Boat  Company  ( Lilley ) 38 

Electric  Company,  controlled  by  (Flint) 1424 

Have  benefit  of  our  developments  if  not  secret  (Rice) 453 

How  they  became  licensees  ( Rice) 454 

Lake  Company,  contemplated  purchase,  interests  of  (Lake) 1083 

License  granted  to  ( Rice) 450 

Submarines,  contract  with,  as  to  improvements  (Spear) 227 

Whether  stockholders  in  Electric  Boat  Company  refuses  to  say  (Rice) . .      453 
VIPER.     (See  Submarines.) 

VIRGINIA,  representation  of,  on  Naval  Committees  (Rice) 464 

VONN.  C.  (f.,  as  to  purchase  of  yacht  from  (Rice) 454 

VOORHEES.  ex-governor,  New  Jersev,  Lake  Boat  Company  represented  by.        96 

VREELAND,  EDWARD  B.  (a  Representative  from  New  York) 790 

Testimony  of — 

Loud,    George   A.,    conversation   with,    concerning   employment   of 

W.  D.  Gordon . 790 

Submarines,  proceedings  concerning,  before  Naval  Committee,  1906..       791 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Naval  Committee  made  argument  before,  favoring  competition  (Lilley) .     1555 

WALL,  Captain,  English  officer,  discussed  submarines  with  (Skerrett) 869 

WALLMO,  P.  G..  private  secretary  to  N.  D.  Sperry: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lillev  resolution,  saw,  before  introduction  (Webster) 1656 

WASHINGTON  POST: 

Full  text  of  authentic  statement  of  Representative  Lilley  in 10-13 

Interview  in.  by  Lilley,  charging  corrupt  practices 4 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake  Company  article  in,  Johnson  paid  for  (J.  C.  Lake) 1239 

Lillev,  George  L. — 

interview  in,  only  one  authentic 10 

Interview  read  before  publication  (Butler) 133 

WASHINGTON  POST  INTERVIEW: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Authenticity  of  (Lilley) 1509 

WASHINGTON  SANATORIUM,  Takoma  Park: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Lake,  J.  0.,  at,  when  Attorney-General's  report  made  (Neff) 1197 

WATERBURY  AMERICAN: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Articles  written  for,  by  Webster 1264 

WATERBURY  REPUBLICAN,  no  connection  with  (Lilley) 1526 

WATKINS,  JOHN  T.  (a  Representative  from  Louisiana): 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Electric  Boat  Company  has  no  agent  or  attorney  in  district  of  (Frost). .       501 
WEBBER,  F.  N.,  Sr.,  special  officer,  Capitol  police: 

Subpoena  of  J.  C.  Lake,  indorsement  on 901 


1906  INDEX. 

WEBBER,  F.  N.,  Sr.— Continued. 

Testimony  o/—  p«^- 

Bradfofd ,  "agreement  with ,  concerning  detectives 1722 

Detective  agency,  agreement  with  Capitol  police 1722 

Detectives — 

Informed  Lilley  was  being  watched  by 1720 

Not  allowed  in  Capitol  without  permission 1722 

Lilley  charge  as  to  detectives,  thorough  investigation  of 1723 

Testimony  relative  to — 

Adams,  conversation  with 1167 

WEBSTER,  BENJAMIN,  Secretary  to  George  L.  Lilley,  Waterbury,  Conn..  --     1263 

Books,  papers,  notes,  etc. ,  requested  to  bring  before  committee 1306 

Testimony  of— 

Affidavit,  furnished  newspaper  men  with 1266 

Affidavits,  Lilley  authorized  giving  out 1266 

Anonymous  letters- 
Did  not  write  to  Edinborough  or  Carmichael 1539 

Number  received 1<H3 

Auditors  asked  for  employment  by  Lillev 1306 

Books,  papers,  notes,  etc.,  unable  to  find 131S 

Breach  of  propriety  if  subpoenaed 1298 

Briberv,  have  not  heard  Lilley  mention 1281 

Butler  M.  C— 

Do  not  know  when  testimony  of,  given 1270 

Gave  out  exhibits  in  suit  of 1267 

Cleveland ,  Ohio,  anonymous  letter  from,  concerning  Lord 12W 

Cleveland  Plain  Dealer,  representative  said  select  committee  a  joke...    1299 

Commission,  resolution  introduced  for 1279 

Congressmen,  Electric  Company  condemned  for  influencing 1308 

Connecticut  newspapers,  \\  ashington  representatives  of 1264 

Court  records,  why  investigated 1270 

Dictation  notes,  do  not  preserve 1282 

Edinborough — 

Did  not  request  subpoenaing  of ^ 1298 

Questions  submitted  to,  prepared  by  Lake  Company 1305 

\\  rote  letter  to .' 1531 

Electric  Company — 

Improper  practices 1275 

Lilley  charged ,  with  reprehensible  practices 1275 

Lilley  condemne  1  methods  of 1302 

Meti  o  's  toward  Lilley 1281 

Profits,  informe  i  newspapers  of 1264 

Resolution  restricted  to,  oy  Lilley's  direction 1658 

Erly.  some  testimony  of.  not  printed/ 1264 

Evidence  before  select  committee,  suppression  of 1264 

Fah y .  Mr. .  gave  information  concerning  Butler  case 1268 

Wrote  for  Connecticut  paper 1269 

Goff.  G.  W. .  wrote  letter  to 1516 

Golf  letter — 

Positive  of  signing 1719 

Reflection  on  committee 1518 

Written  on  own  initiative 1720 

Handwriting,  sample  of,  submitted 1718 

Hay,  James,  identified 1266 

House  bills,  recollection  as  to  writing 1273 

House  Document  Room,  procured  simple  resolutions  from 1274 

House  resolution  2(54.  preparation  of.  no  recollection  as  to 1488 

Investigation,  anxious  to  assist  in 1272 

"Jim  Crow  "'  laws,  article  written  on 1263 

Lake  Company,  square  in  legislation 1306 

Letters,  1  ave  permission  to  sign  Lilley's  name  to 1516 

Letters  re<  eivcd,  identification  of  certain 1637-1628 

Lillev— 

bid  not  care  to  write  Edinborough 1531 

Had  authority  to  sign  name  of 1716 

Method  of  dictation 1282 

Method  of  signing  name  of 1716 

Reprimand  by.  for  giving  matter  to  press. 1270 
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WEBSTER,  BENJAMIN— Continued.  Page. 
Testimony  of— 

Lilley—Continued . 
Resolution — 

Introduction  of 1278 

Told  newspaper  men  of,  before  introduction 1277 

Written  by 1274 

Waterbury  manufacturer,  shook  fist  at 1302 

Lilley's  speech,  how  prepared 1300 

Lord,  Lilley  sued  for  libel  by 1299 

Magazine  articles,  have  written 1263 

Merry  del  Val.  Papal  Secretary  of  State,  name  in  letter  received 1641 

Murray  Hill  Hotel,  Lilley  dictated  telegram  to 1653 

Naval  Committee,  resolution  originally  drawn  for  reference  to 1275 

Neff— 

Assisted  in  preparing  matter 1289 

Assisted  in  preparing  questions 1297 

Attended  law  school  with 1297 

Did  not  mention  Lilley  resolution  to 1288 

Do  not  know  whether  Lilley  knew  name  of  or  not 1296 

Do  not  remember  wording  of  introduction  to 1290 

Knew  of  employment  by  Lake  Company 1286 

Met  at  New  Willard  with  LUley 1287 

Met  at  Waterbury  in  August 1284 

Paper  bearing  name  on  Lilley's  desk 1294 

Regretted  introduction  of  resolution 1298 

Suggested  data  to  assist  Lilley 1288 

Talked  with,  concerning  testimony 1298 

Newspaper  men — 

Called  often  for  news 1267 

Claim  investigation  a  joke 1299 

Gave  information  to • : . .  1265 

New  York  Sun,  do  not  know  Waterbury  correspondent 1281 

O'Brien,  Matthew,  committee  criticized  by 1533 

Poe,  Mr.,  called  on  concerning  Butler  case 1268 

Secretary  of  Navy — 

Letter  to,  condemned  practices  of  Electric  Company 1 304 

Neff  knew  contents  of  letter  to 1 1292 

Wrote  letter  to.  from  Waterbury 1285 

Submarines,  no  articles  written  concerning 1263 

Tavlor,  shook  fist  at  Lilley 1302 

Telegram  to  Lilley,  statement  as  to 1526 

Thompson,  Mr. — * 

Consulted  with,  concerning  preparation  of  resolution 1647 

Suggested  changes  in  resolution 1651 

Typewriter — 

Have  extra  machine  from  Waterbury 1301 

New  machine,  now  in  office 1276 

Old  machine  sent  to  Waterbury 1276 

Typewriting,  identification  of  certain 1273 

Typewritten  matter,  not  furnished  to  newspaper  men 1265 

W  allmo — 

Private  secretary  to  N.  D.  Sperry 1541 

Saw  resolution  before  introduction ". .  1656 

Wraterbury  American,  wrote  articles  for 1264 

Witnesses*  obtaining  names  of 1289 

Yale,  graduate  from 1281 

WELLS,  ALBERT  W.     (See  Bradford  detective  agenc\0 

WESTERN  CONCERNS,  one  or  two  claim  to  be  in  held  (Lillev) 37 

WTESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY: 
Testimony  relative  to — 

Rules  of  company  forbid  disclosure  of  messages  (Cummings) 1762 

WHITE,  SIR  WILLIAM,  met  once  (Rice) 452 

"WHITEWASHING."  select  committee,  no  statement  as  to  (Lilley) 1514 

WHITNEY,  FRED  BROWN: 

Affidavit  of,  April  30. 1908  (Exhibit) 1782 

Affidavit  of  illness  April  30,  1908  ( Exhibit ) 1784 

Called  as  witness,  not  present 490 


1908  INDEX. 

WHITNEY,  FRED  BROWN— Continued.  ***>. 

Subpoenaed 422 

Testimony  relative  w — 

Associated  with  in  certain  patents  (Skerrett) 888 

House  resolution  No.  264,  jnay  have  suggested  (Neff) 1490 

Lake  Company — 

Not  now  with  (Skerrett) 888 

Why  employed  by  ( Lake) 1073 

Lake,  J.  C. ,  letter  to  President,  prepared  by  (J.  C.  Lake) 1260 

Lake  office,  had  courtesy  of  (Nen) * 1494 

Lake  Submarine  Company,  vice-president  of  (Lake) 

Naval  appropriation,  1908,  might  have  furnished  copy  of  (Skerrett)  821 

Naval  committee,  while  clerk  of,  rendered  assistance  (Lake) 1072 

Not  acquainted  with  (Lilley) 1527 

Private  counsel  for  Simon  Lake  (Lake) 1069 

Skerrett,  had  conversation  with 821 

Spear's  testimony,  sent  copies  to  (Skerrett) 888 

Typewriters,  in  Lake  office,  had  use  of  (Neff) 1494 

WILLARD  HOTEL.     (See  New  Willard.) 

WILLARD  STORAGE  BATTERY  COMPANY,  Lake  Company  purchases 

machinery  of  (Lake) 1076 

W7ILLIAMS,  JOHN  SHARP,  (a  Representative  from  Mississippi): 

Lilley,  Geo.  L.,  denies  alleged  newspaper  interview  accusing 9, 10 

Resolution  for  investigation  of  Mr.  Lilley's  charges,  offers  amendment  to. .         8 
Testimony  relative  to— 

Concerning  appointment  from,  on  Naval  Committee  (Hobson) 64, 65 

Hobson,  R.  P.,  purposed  recommending  to  Speaker  (Clayton) 344 

Influence  with,  denies  having  (Spear) 217 

Lilley,  George  L.         .^uons  by,  concerning  (Lord) 251 

Present^  -commendation  to,  concerning  Naval  Committee  appoint- 
ment (Gregg) 70 

WILT  TaMS,  W.  H.,  declines  to  act  as  counsel  for  Mr.  Lilley 17 

WITNESSES: 

Examination  of,  to  be  by  members  of  committee 20 

For  committee  to  say  whether  those  named  by  Mr.  Lilley  shall  be  examined .       24 

Lilley,  ready  to  furnish  addresses  of 23 

Lilley,  as  to  calling  and  examination  of ,  by 14-15 

Subpoenas  to  certain,  deferred 21 

.  Testimony  relative  to — 

Called  in  wrong  order  (Lilley) 1325 

Desired  to  be  called,  notification  of  committee 1485 

Neff  furnished  names  of  ( Lille v) **> 

Names  of  others  to  submit  (Lilley.) 61 

Responsibility  upon  committee  to  call  (Lilley) 24 

WOODWARD.  THOMAS  J.,  postmaster,  New  Orleans 1766 

Testimony  of — 

Lake,  J .  C. ,  no  special  delivery  or  registered  letters  received  by,  in  New 

•    Orleans 1766 

WOOLEY,  R.  \\\,  correspondent  N.  Y.  World,  1336  I  st.,  Washington,  D.  C. .      104 

Statement,  desires  to  prepare  and  submit  in  writing 367 

Testimony  of— 

Bannon,  H.,  assisted  Lilley  to  correct  interview 788 

Broussard,  statement  concerning  conversation  with  Erly 781 

Creecy,  C.  E. ,  called  on  to  secure  interview 104 

Denies  Lilley 's  testimony  as  to  Erly-Broussard  matter 785 

Erly,  Angus  A. ,  requested  straightening  out  of  joke 782 

Conversation  with,  concerning  Lilley  charges 1041 

Hamilton,  E.  A. ,  went  to  Shoomaker  "b  with,  March  7,  1908 780 

Lilley,  George  L. — 

Conversation  with,  concerning  Broussard  and  Erly 781 

Did  not  ask  as  to  challenging  Broussard  right  to  sit  on  committee.      789 

Did  not  know  of  telegram  from  World 104 

Interview  with,  concerning  Erly-Broussard  matter 783 

No  criticism  of  any  member  of  committee 106 

Told  of  Norcross-Broussard-Erly  incident 7J2 

Unsatisfactory  man  to  get  information  out  of 104 

Lilley  interview  will  bring  before  select  committee 788 

3  ?08 
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TOOLEY,  R.  W.— Continued.  Page. 

Testimony  of— 

Lilley  made  statement  as  to  "traveling  salesman  or  that  they  were 

ticketed" 789 

Lilley 's  secretary  called  at  my  office  for  original  copy  of  interview 787 

Newport  submarine  trials,  entertainment  at 104 

Newspaper  article,  March  8,  1908,  admits  authorship  of 106 

Reporter  New  York  World,  referred  to  as  (Chas.  Eaton  Creecy) 95 

Statement  submitted  to  committee,  by 780 

4 '  Whitewash, ' '  Lilley  believed  investigation  would  be  a 106 

WOMAN,  influence  of.     (See  Members  of  Congress:  legislation.) 
YELLOW  DOG  FUND: 

(See  also  Campaign  funds.) 

Lilley,  George  L. ,  testimony  relative  to 132 
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